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ABSTRACT
The responsibility of protecting the natural environment, and limiting the negative
environmental impacts, often falls on the local community (Streimikiene et al., 2021).
The impact of communities relying more on the tourism industry as an economic driver
for continued development (Streimikiene et al., 2021) is of special interest to this
dissertation as the United States (U.S.) manages the COVID-19 global pandemic.
Tourism can both locally benefit a community and its residents, while simultaneously
contribute to global environmental impacts (Gössling & Hall, 2006). As destinations
attract more visitors into a physical space, data continues to reveal the continued
destruction of natural habitats (e.g., forests, wetlands, and coral reefs) as a direct
consequence of production and human consumption – deemed an assault on nature
(Porritt, 2005). To provide a more digestible and manageable context, the destination
level provides a valuable starting point for research focused on environmental protection.
This dissertation seeks to explore the guiding research question, “Should destinations be
situated within limits set by nature?” The purpose of this dissertation is to explore
destination management policy and the perspectives of destination managers across the
U.S. on concepts such as growth, competitiveness, sustainability, and degrowth to
determine and explore the levels of sustainability for destinations seeking to remain
competitive in the long-term.
The debate, however, remains on which alternative sustainable strategy should be
used to address the current environmental crisis. Scholars have proposed steady-state
(Daly, 2014; O’Neill, 2014) a-growth (van den Bergh, 2011), degrowth (Andreoni &

ii

Galmarini, 2013; Kallis et al., 2012; Spangenberg, 2014), green (Barbier & Markandya,
2013; Loiseau et al., 2016), blue (Pauli, 2010; Smith-Godfrey, 2016), circular (Kirchherr
et al., 2017; Korhonen et al., 2018), doughnut (Raworth, 2017), and community (GibsonGraham, 2006) inspired economies. This dissertation considers the degrowth framework
within destination management in the context of tourism because of its high value on
environmental limitations – particularly stressing both efficiency and sufficiency in terms
of the natural capital and ecological resources on which economic throughput is based
(Hall, 2009). A holistic vision for degrowth seeks to not only equitably downscale
production and consumption, but also enhance ecological conditions and increase human
well-being, both locally and globally, in the short and long term (Schneider et al., 2010).
This dissertation also explores how more intentional environmental sustainability
policy can be implemented to achieve long-term competitiveness – beyond the traditional
interpretation of competitiveness as having more, doing more, and attracting more. One
of the primary conflicting challenges for tourism destinations is remaining competitive in
a capitalistic global market while simultaneously attempting to target and achieve
sustainable development goals (Streimikiene et al., 2021). As the capitalist logic of
growth continues to be unsustainable for Earth’s resources, however, scientists and
scholars have warned that the time for change is now (SkubałA, 2018). Thus, the
COVID-19 related temporary pause in travel was thought to perhaps provide an
opportunity for destinations to reset, or transform, their management to be more aligned
with sustainable agendas – rather than rushing back to “business as usual” (Gössling et
al., 2020, p. 15).
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Despite this proposal for change, findings from this research suggest that the
pandemic was not ‘the event’ that helped reform or repair the industry in environmentally
sustainable ways. Instead of a ‘pause’ in travel, the pandemic for most destination
managers across the U.S. felt more like a shift in their resources. Despite the hope for
creating a tourism industry that is greener, smarter, and less crowded, many of the same
challenges for destinations pre-pandemic carried through during the pandemic and
beyond – with 86% of destination managers reporting a negative impact on their
destination’s environment during the pandemic.
To explore the environmental policy of destinations further, this dissertation also
applied the perspectives of destination managers to destination competitiveness indicators
(established by Dwyer & Kim, 2003), as well as items from the Sustainable Tourism
Attitude Scale (SUS-TAS) (established by Choi & Sirakaya 2005) to each of the
dimensions of sustainability (established by Vos, 2007) to determine a level of
sustainability for existing destination marketing/management organizations (DMOs).
This method helped to further examine how destination managers operationalize
sustainability policy and provide a baseline for understanding the larger role DMOs play
in sustainability.
The application of a degrowth framework to this dissertation allowed for
traditional concepts, such as sustainability and growth, to be examined with a different,
more “radical” lens and helped to create a baseline for understanding degrowth as a
concept and degrowth policy from the perspectives of destination managers. Although
none of the interviewed participants had previously heard of degrowth, their assumptions
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of degrowth and responses to degrowth policy create a clear picture: destination
managers, and likely DMOs, are still operating in a largely traditional growth paradigm
despite decades of sustainability efforts to protect natural resources. Although this finding
may be disappointing, there are DMOs who are implementing environmental
sustainability policy and plans that provide a glimpse of hope for the future of DMOs as
they potentially move away from traditional marketing and shift back towards
management of the destination. Thus, this dissertation and its findings contribute to the
destination management literature that focuses on pushing DMOs further in their
sustainability efforts through the exploration of innovative and alternative sustainable
policy.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Affluent societies across the globe contribute to the extraction of natural resources
as a means for economic activity to support consumptive lifestyles. Resources are
extracted (crops, water, timber, minerals, etc.) from the Earth, processed, and consumed.
Many argue continued consumption and growth of society within finite resources is
unsustainable (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2014; Jackson, 2016; Næss,
2006; Steffen et al., 2015; Lang & Marsden, 2018; World Wildlife Fund, 2016). The
waste produced from consumption in the affluent parts of the world and from the
economy is ultimately absorbed by Earth. Thus, the acceleration of gross domestic
product (GDP) across nations combined with population growth and expansion of the
middle class can create a surge in demand for construction materials and consumer
products.
Earth is fast approaching its biosphere and ecosystem limitations, as seen in the
rise of the global average temperature, degradation of agricultural land, fully or overexploited fisheries, and the encroachment on carrying capacities which are understood as
the ultimate limits to growth (Kharas, 2017; Liu et al., 2018; Raworth, 2017). Because
humans call Earth their planetary home, any domination or destruction of Earth’s
resources jeopardizes human existence (Van den Berg, 2016). The scientific community
largely agrees that fundamental changes to humanity and systems surrounding humanity
are needed to stop the environmental degradation that may cause irreversible
consequences (Ripple et al., 2017). However, others believe economic growth, defined as
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per capita GDP, is the best way to reduce environmental degradation be it through ecotechnology (i.e., green growth) or market mechanisms (Fournier, 2008). Although there
are different approaches to ecological modernization or sustainable development (see
Barry & Eckersley, 2005; Christoff, 1996), the central theme is to reconcile the tensions
between technology and ecology, economic growth and ecology, and the competitive
market and ecology (Blühdorn & Welsh, 2007; Fournier, 2008).
Even with the continuous warning to humanity about environmental
consequences, the global economy, which is the driver of continuous production and
consumption, continues to steadily grow. There is no denying that economic growth
provides basic infrastructural facilities, poverty reduction, and the improvement of living
standards for citizens (Ahmad et al., 2020). In westernized countries, however, economic
growth is also argued to be complicit with and a contributor to the current environmental
crisis (Commoner, 1972; Pacheco et al., 2018; Panayotou, 2016; Sayre, 2010).
Although economic output is predicted to triple by 2050 (Raworth, 2017), the
growth of economic activity affects broader aspects of human society and the natural
environment. This age-old mentality of more is better has been questioned in the
exploration of whether policies that promote more growth can truly make things better
for society and the environment (Meadows, 2006). Development has specifically been
called into question, given its innate “preference to artificial luxury over the well-being of
the natural environment” (Ahmad et al., 2020, p. 2).
Conceptually, economic growth acts as a machine that takes input such as labor,
land, and equipment and produces economic output (Feldman et al., 2016). Many
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economists have historically ignored social and environmental issues altogether by
continuing to accept GDP as the appropriate measure of human progress and well-being.
While GDP is at the center of macroeconomic analysis and policy making (Hu & Yao,
2019), there is some debate as to whether the expansion of material goods and services
truly enhances human welfare (Caradonna, 2014; Jacobs & Šlaus, 2010; Van den Bergh
& Antal, 2014). Thus, GDP has specifically been criticized for solely measuring material
output and disregarding the value of nature and human inputs (Fioramonti, 2017). For
example, a country that depletes energy sources and destroys the environment for
industrial gains is seen as productive in terms of GDP.
Although many of the world’s problems – poverty, hunger, oppression, and
violence – have attempted to be solved by increasing economic production, there is
evidence that suggests economic growth has also caused repeated financial failures,
devastating world wars, and rising economic inequality (Van den Bergh, 2016). That is,
the unquestioned acceptance of economic growth as a necessity – driven by modern
development theory – has brought about strain on both the environment and society. As
activists, scholars, and politicians lambaste unlimited growth, new proposals focused on
downscaling production and consumption continue to emerge in a push to reimagine an
economic system that allows more space for human cooperation and ecosystems (Cosme
et al., 2017; Schneider et al., 2010; Van den Bergh, 2017).
Economic Growth and Socio-ecological Crisis
Interactions between economic growth and the natural and social environment
remain complex. Some have pursued economic growth strategies to solve ecological and
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social problems, yet such measures, to date, have failed to deliver a harmonization of
economic growth, social welfare, and environmental protection (Klitgaard & Krall,
2012). With evidence that environmental concerns are only increasing under the
dominant ideologies of capitalism that purports continued economic growth, there is a
growing interest to find alternatives to the current system. Any alternative, however,
requires a more “determined, long-term policy commitment, and fundamental changes in
consumer lifestyles and preferences” (Ekins, 2000, p. 5).
In Milanovic’s book (2019), Capitalism Alone: The Future of the System That
Rules the World, capitalism is defined in the manner of Karl Marx and Max Weber “as
the system where most production is carried out with privately owned means of
production, capital hires legally free labor, and coordination is decentralized”, adding
Schumpeter’s (1991) requirement that “most investment decisions are made by private
companies or individual entrepreneurs” (p. 12). Although the U.S.’s economic system
considers growth in economics an important factor in shaping society and culture,
acceptance of unlimited growth continues to be questioned as the compatibility between
economic growth and sustainability is debated (e.g., Bormann, 1972; Ekins, 2000; Peura,
2013; Power, 2014). Not surprisingly, any economic system allowing exponential growth
with finite limits is subject to a systematic breakdown (Ekins, 1993). Although developed
countries are familiar with the characteristics of socialism and capitalism, alternative
economies are emerging as potentially viable options. Examples of alternative economies
include doughnut, steady-state, circular, blue, green, etc. These economies envision a
post-capitalism world that meets the needs of people within the means of the planet. In
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addition to a changing worldview, these economies seek to ensure people thrive whether
or not they grow, rather than needing to grow whether or not people thrive – one of the
many challenges to achieving sustainable livelihoods.
Sustainability and Sustainable Development
Since the term sustainability was introduced in the United Nations World
Commission on Environment and Development report (UNWCED, 1987), Our Common
Future, people have been writing about, talking about, and working toward sustainability
for decades (Meadows, 2006). Notably, the fundamental idea of a sustainable society
dates back to at least 1700 when, in 1713, Hans Carl von Carlowitz coined the term
sustainability (or Nachhaltigkeit in German) in response to disappearing forests in
Saxony, Germany (Caradonna, 2014). According to Benson and Craig (2014, p. 778), in
general, “sustainability refers to the long-term ability to continue to engage in a particular
activity, process, or use of natural resources.”
Although the terms are increasingly used interchangeably, sustainable
development differs from sustainability as it “reflects a broader societal goal of how
economic and social development should proceed – namely, with sufficient consideration
of the environment and natural resources to assure the continuing availability of natural
capital and other ecological amenities” (Benson & Craig, 2014, p. 778). Sustainable
development also acts as the overarching paradigm of the United Nations and is defined
by the 1987 Brundtland Commission Report as “development that meets the needs of the
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”
(UNESCO, 2019, para 1). As recognized by Hauff (2007, p. 2), the 1987 Our Common
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Future, otherwise known as the Brundtland Report, “marks the point in our history when
awareness was growing around both the concept of environment and the concept of
development,” while also noting that the same “tensions, controversies, and gridlocks
between development and environment still exist” in more present times.
After a decade of major United Nations (U.N.) conferences and summits, world
leaders adopted the United Nations Millennium Declaration in September of 2000,
committing to a new global partnership to reduce extreme poverty by identifying a series
of targets with a 2015 deadline. These targets became known as the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) initially, and in further iteration in 2015, evolved into the
U.N. Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Countries can use the goals to determine
which SDGs are being achieved in committing to “everyone’s well-being (development),
while recognizing the need to operate within the planet’s ecological limits (sustainable)”
(Wackernagel et al., 2017, para. 2). The evolution of the 1987 framework for global
policy addressed development needs beyond economic growth – to include concerns for
social and environmental well-being – and now has three decades of practice and
implementation to reflect upon, allowing for a fair evaluation of any shortcomings and
limitations.
Sustainability Critiques and Limitations
Scholars have criticized the effectiveness of sustainable initiatives since the
movement gained traction, considering the continued disturbances of the world’s social,
cultural, and environmental resources (Benson & Craig, 2014; Daly, 1995; Morse &
McNamara, 2013; Purvis et al., 2019). Scholars continue to debate the dilemmas and
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contradictions between sustainability and capitalism (Timilsina et al., 2020) and
sustainability and economic growth (Adelrman, 2017). Specific critiques of sustainability
in a development or growth context include (1) ambiguity or the “chameleon-like”
capacity of the term (Bulkeley et al., 2013), (2) ecological unsustainability prioritizing
economic growth over environmental protection (Adelman, 2017), (3) ubiquity of the
term across discourses and industries (Purvis et al., 2019), (4) inability of the term to be
coherently operationalized from theory (academia) to practice due to myriad
interpretations (Purvis et al., 2019), and (5) inability to achieve a daunting objective or
the nature of being a micro solution to a macro problem (Benson & Craig, 2014) –
among others.
There is certainly a need for a more balanced view of the concept of sustainability
(Liu, 2003). In their retrospective look at historical sustainable literature, Purvis et al.
(2019) caution the use of the commonly used three-pillar paradigm (including the three
dimensions: social, economic, and environmental), due to its limited theoretical
foundation and justification in understanding sustainability. The United Nations
described the three dimensions of sustainable development as “complex synergies and
trade-offs” and identified a whopping 2,000 indicators to measure sustainable progress
(Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2020, p. 19).
Despite its complexities, the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development
of 1992 (principle 4) insisted that environmental protection be considered as an integral
part of the development process in order to achieve sustainable development. The
inevitable connection to the economic pillar of sustainability is highlighted in principle
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12, which states that a supportive and open international economic system will lead to
economic growth and sustainable development in all countries. Even 20 years later, the
Common Vision of the Rio+20 summit in 2012 included the achievement of sustainable
development through the promotion of sustained, inclusive, and equitable economic
growth (as cited by Adelman, 2017). The pursuit of more growth and ecological
sustainability, however, is questioned by alternative, more radical agendas.
That is, sustainable development has been argued to be a philosophical oxymoron.
Monbiot (2012, para 2) asserted, “if sustainability means anything, it is surely the
opposite of sustained growth. Sustained growth on a finite planet is the essence of
unsustainability.” Evidence evaluating the planet’s sustainability over the last 25 years
shows worsening overall conditions to climate change, biodiversity loss, and oceanic
acidification (Doney, et al., 2020; Kintisch, 2009; Wolinsky, 2011). It has also been
argued that alternative, better, or greener development is simply not enough – including
all of the reincarnations of sustainable development, such as green economy, green
growth, or circular economy (Demaria, 2017). Thus, the physical limits to economic
growth have led to the inference that the continued “growth of society is not only
unsustainable, but for many citizens, politicians, and scholars, it is also undesirable”
(Andriotis, 2018, p. 109). It would seem then that the current challenge for humanity is
finding the optimal mix of material prosperity and environmental quality. Thus, degrowth
is one alternative agenda that has been proposed as a potential solution to achieving
sustainability goals and objectives.
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Degrowth
The idea of rebalancing economies has led to innovative discussions on
transforming growth: smart growth (better innovation), sustainable growth (greener), and
inclusive growth (less inequality) (Mazzucato & Jacobs, 2016). In response to a
capitalistic economy and its negative effects, degrowth has emerged as a social
movement and academic paradigm that seeks to achieve more sustainable changes than
previously attempted (Andriotis, 2018; Cosme et al., 2017; Kallis et al., 2018; Weiss &
Cattaneo, 2017). At the core of degrowth discourse is the questioning of economic
growth, the acknowledgement of ecological limitations, and the concerted effort to
reduce production and consumption. To achieve an optimal mix of material prosperity
and environmental quality, replacement economies have been conceptualized with goals
more focused on improving well-being and social equity by significantly reducing
environmental risks and ecological scarcities. Many scholars believe that it is economic
growth specifically that should be called into question if there is to be a sustainable future
(e.g., Carruthers, 2001; Milne et al., 2006; Cato, 2006; Trainer, 2002). It is argued,
however, that growth cannot be decoupled from environmental impacts, so there remains
a need to “recognize the biophysical limits, and to begin the overdue task of reorienting
society around a more achievable and satisfying set of goals than simply growing
forever” (Ward et al., 2016, p. 12).
The fundamental and conceptual notions of degrowth include, (1) reduced
consumption and production, (2) limited use of technology, (3) low-carbon travel, (4)
reduction of working hours, (5) promotion of simpler alternative lifestyles, (6) improved
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community welfare, and (7) increased human happiness (Andriotis, 2018). Degrowth
seeks to construct a society that lives better with less (Kallis, 2015) with an aim of
reducing overall economic activity. This involves the understanding that when the
renewable energy sector grows, other economic activities would need to degrow (D'Alisa
et al., 2015; Heikkurinen, 2018). In addition to environmental protection, a degrowth
approach also gives the power back to the local community with a specific aim at
preserving the local sociocultural resources. Development proposals with degrowth
objectives would thus aim at improving the community’s welfare and increasing overall
happiness, rather than increasing GDP. This would require shifting from aggregate
quantitative growth to qualitative development (e.g., a steady-state economy) and
conforming to the long-term interests of the local population instead of the short-term
goals of an elite minority (Hall, 2009).
Still, similar to the term sustainability, degrowth shares critiques, namely
ambiguity and confusion of the term’s multiple interpretations, viability to influence
political agendas, and effectiveness and efficiency for reducing environmental pressures
(Van den Bergh, 2011, Schwartzman, 2012). Despite critiques, degrowth has responded
to these critiques by welcoming the flexibility of its term and choosing instead to remain
focused on its goals and outcomes. Degrowth is the chosen framework for this
dissertation given its aim of moving industrialized societies like the U.S. towards a future
focused on well-being, social equality, and ecological limits rather than efficiency
(Cosme et al., 2017). More specifically, this dissertation will consider the degrowth
framework within destination management in the context of tourism with a focus
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primarily on the ecological limits set proposed by degrowth. That is, this dissertation
acknowledges the need to ecologize society in concern of the environment in order to
imagine and implement alternative visions to modern growth-based development.
Degrowth in Tourism
The United Nations World Tourism Organization (United Nations World Tourism
Organizationa, n.d., para 1) defines tourism as “a social, cultural, and economic
phenomenon which entails the movement of people, called visitors, to countries or places
outside their usual environment for personal or business/professional purposes.” The
physical space in which the tourist visits is understood as the tourism destination (World
Tourism Organization, 2019). According to the “2020 Tourism Trends and Policies”
report by Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), on
average, tourism directly contributed to 4.4% of GDP, 6.9% of employment and 21.5% of
service-related exports to OECD countries. The 51 OECD countries included in the
report are among the world’s top tourism destinations, and account for more than half of
global arrivals (56.9%) and travel receipts (61.1%). While overall growth trends in this
dynamic sector are generally positive, the OECD (2020) report found that governments
seek to reduce the pressures that arise when growth is unplanned and unmanaged,
particularly when destinations show signs of overtourism.
In order to prevent or combat overtourism and/or other consequences to growth,
degrowth is postulated as an alternative discourse to the traditional economic paradigm
that currently guides sustainable tourism development (see D'Alisa & Kallis, 2020;
Demaria et al., 2013; Hall, 2009; Kallis, 2015; Kothari et al., 2014; Sekulova et al., 2013;
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Stuart et al., 2020). The relationship between tourism and degrowth has only recently
been explored, and tourism research has largely neglected explicit discussion of degrowth
(Fletcher et al., 2019; Higgins-Desbiolles et al., 2019). Example case studies of
touristified destinations that have considered degrowth include Amsterdam (van der Wal,
2020), the Balearic Islands (Valdivielso & Moranta, 2019), Barcelona, Spain (Milano et
al., 2019), the Burren and Cliffs of Moher region, Ireland (Panzer-Krause, 2019), and the
Isle of Man, UK (Canavan, 2014). Fletcher et al. (2019) further supports the claim that
degrowth has the potential to facilitate sustainable tourism.
If tourism is to meaningfully engage with sustainability, however, then it becomes
imperative for “self-reflexive, conscious considerations of what and why we consume, as
well as how cooperation can be encouraged for mutual benefit” (Hall, 2009, p. 53).
According to Andriotis (2018, p. 91), degrowth traveling principles include: (1) reduced
consumption/dematerialization, (2) limited use of technology, (3) reduction in working
hours, (4) increased happiness, improved welfare, and quality of life, (5) low-carbon
travel, and (6) efficient land/space use. A degrowth transition in the tourism industry
would likely mean a broader cultural recognition that high consumption lifestyles are
unsustainable and that only lifestyles of material sufficiency, moderation, and frugality
are consistent with social and ecological justice (Alexander, 2020). Additionally, existing
models that prioritize commodified tourism experiences would thus need to shift to
destinations that offer alternative decommodified experiences (Andriotis, 2018).
According to Andriotis (2018), the concept of degrowth lacks clarity and
precision in a tourism context and requires more research attention and exploration
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(Andriotis, 2018). Similar to early social movements, degrowth again raises the debate as
to whether the opportunity to travel to destinations is reserved only for privileged
consumers with the sufficient time and money to indulge in experiences (Boluk et al.,
2020; Gierczak, 2011; Higgins-Desbiolles et al., 2019). This study considers the
possibility of degrowth or degrowth-inspired policies in practice. Although destinations
may not “self-identify as degrowth initiatives per se, their vision and goals [may] match
closely with principles of tourism degrowth” (Fletcher et al., 2019, p. 1758) and could
therefore be referred to as degrowth-inspired rather than degrowth.
Tourism Amidst a Global Pandemic
The United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) has deemed the year
2020 as the worst year in tourism as destinations continue to recover from the aftershock
of the global pandemic crisis (UNWTO, 2021). Within tourism literature, crises have
been studied from the perspective of how to manage and survive them (e.g., De
Sausmarez, 2007; Glaesser, 2006; Laws et al., 2007). Crisis often has a negative
connotation; however, it can also be seen as an opportunity for change or for something
new to take shape. A crisis has the potential for new social imaginaries and subjectivities
to emerge (Castoriadis, 1987). It can also be full of promise and hope for prefiguring
autonomous, non-hierarchical, and emancipatory organizational practices (Dinerstein,
2015). Global tourism has been exposed to several crises in the past (e.g. September 11
terrorist attacks (2001), the severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) outbreak (2003),
the global economic crisis (2008/2009), and the 2015 Middle East respiratory syndrome
outbreak), but none of them have had a longer-term decline in the global development of
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tourism than the 2020 severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus two (SARS-Co-V-2
or COVID-19 pandemic; Gössling et al., 2020). The year 2020 was hit with one billion
fewer international arrivals (a drop of 74%) – this compares to only a 4% decline
recorded during the 2008/2009 global economic crisis (UNWTO, 2021). While domestic
tourism partially drives the recovery of several destinations (UNWTO, n.d.), the tourism
industry is certainly no stranger to adversity, uncertainty, or crises. Tourism in the past
has shown resilience and an ability to recover back to “business as usual”, but the rate of
recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic remains unknown in the wake of these
unprecedented times.
All facets of tourism – airlines, accommodations, meetings, entertainment,
sporting events, restaurants, cruises, etc. – have been impacted by the spread of COVID19, across industry sectors, such as travelers, communities, employees, and the tourism
industry. Although tourism success has been historically measured by a growth in
numbers, the magnitude of the pandemic allows for a critical reconsideration of tourism’s
outdated growth models (Gössling et al., 2020). That is, during this pause in travel,
destinations now have the opportunity to transform their management and policy
strategies to be more aligned with sustainable agendas – rather than rushing back to
normal growth rates when the crisis ends (Gössling et al., 2020, p. 15).
Thus, many scholars have considered the time during the pandemic an
opportunity to reset in an effort to address social and ecological injustices (Brouder,
2020; Higgins-Desbiolles, 2020; Ioannides & Gyimóthy, 2020; Nepal, 2020; Romagosa,
2020). History, however, shows us that emissions go down during recessions or
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depressions but then tend to rise again as soon as the systems for growth start to turn
again (Vidal, 2009). As such, this dissertation explores the impact of the pandemic on
communities at the destination level, specifically by examining whether this critical event
may have created opportunities for adopting environmental policies that deviate from the
business-as-usual approaches.
Destination Management and Competitiveness
There is little doubt that the concept of degrowing and re-evaluating sustainability
within tourism means re-thinking competitiveness strategies at the destination level. A
destination can be understood as the physical space/geographic entities; a cluster or
network of suppliers; or additionally, as a network of suppliers activated by visitors’
demands (Laesser & Beritelli, 2013, p.47). A destination contains tourism products and
services to be consumed by the tourists as part of the experience, which is managed by an
organization such as a destination marketing/management organization (Ali & Frew,
2014). A destination marketing/management organization (DMO) is a body, often
publicly funded, which is given responsibility for the overall management, planning, and
marketing activities within the boundaries of the destination (Pearce, 1992; Pike, 2004).
According to Ali and Frew (2014), DMOs fall under one of the following
categories: (1) continental DMO responsible for the management of tourism in a
continent defined for that purpose; (2) regional DMO also known as Regional Tourism
Organizations, responsible for the management of tourism in a geographic region defined
for that purpose; (3) national DMO also known as National Tourism Organizations,
responsible for management of tourism of a country; (4) local DMO, responsible for the
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management of tourism based on a smaller geographic area or city/town; or (5) local
attraction DMO responsible for the management of tourism based on an attraction or
local feature of a geographic area or city/town. DMOs cannot always control the
destination’s stakeholders, but they may have an influence in the tourism development of
their destination.
The person(s) responsible for managing the destination is the destination manager
(Ali & Frew, 2014). Different classifications of destination managers do exist outside of
the sphere of a DMO, and it is possible for destinations to exist without the management
of DMOs (i.e., a Government Ministry, a local body, a public–private partnership or
some other type of management arrangement can manage these destinations). Although
the specific institutional arrangements (policies, systems, and processes organizations use
to legislate, plan, and manage) may vary in countries, almost all destinations have a
DMO (Werthner & Klein 1999). For the purpose of this research, the dimensions chosen
for investigation needed to be realistic and therefore all selected destinations were
managed by a DMO with the person responsible for managing the DMO known as a
destination manager. According to Laesser and Beritelli (2013, p. 47) tourism destination
management is the “management process that aims to attract visitors and allocate time
and money in a specific geographic space (as defined by the visitors).”
Because the concept of competitiveness was adapted from economic theory
(Bordas, 1994; Porter, 1990), it is not surprising that the economic dimension is often
regarded as the central facet of competitiveness (Li et al., 2013) as the generation of
wealth plays an important role in competition (World Economic Forum and Institute for
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Management Development, 1994). In alignment with the traditional, capitalistic
economic paradigm, competitiveness has been defined as “producing more and betterquality goods and services that are marketed successfully to consumers” (Newall, 1992,
p. 94). Competitiveness has even become part of the definition of capitalism in some
cases, such as Timilsina et al. (2017) defining capitalism as the “ongoing modernization
of competitive societies” (p.1).
According to the findings of an exploratory phenomenographic study by Novais
et al. (2018), destination stakeholders understand and conceptualize destination
competitiveness in three distinct ways: (1) destination competitiveness as perception of a
destination (evaluation of the characteristics of a destination), (2) destination
competitiveness as performance (what tourists need and desire), and (3) destination
competitiveness as a long-term process (not merely seen as an experiential setting or the
product consumed by tourists but as a system). In focusing on the latter of these
perspectives, this dissertation considers what it means for destinations in the U.S. to be
competitive long-term by prioritizing environmental protection within destination
management policy.
While some sustainability efforts may derive spontaneously and at the individual
level, sustainable development, however, does not evolve spontaneously – it needs
intentional guidance (Mayntz, 2006). Specifically, within the management of a
destination, policy is seen as the non-rational connection between phases and stages in
governance. Policy is “a purposive course of action followed by an actor or set of actors
in dealing with a problem or matter of concern... public policies are those policies
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developed by governmental bodies and officials” (Anderson, 1975, p. 3). According to
Hogwood and Gunn (1985, p. 19-23), policies (1) involve behavior as well as intentions,
and inaction as well as action, (2) include actions that may or may not be foreseen, (3)
arise from a process over time, which may involve both intra- and inter-organizational
relationships, (4) involve a key, but not exclusive, role for public agencies, and (5) are
subjectively defined. This dissertation will further examine sustainable tourism policies at
the destination level.
Purpose and Problem Statement
The purpose of this dissertation is to explore major tourism industry concepts
such as growth, competitiveness, sustainability, and degrowth, in addition to the
examination of environmental sustainability policy, to determine the potential for
destinations to achieve more sustainable change. The goal of this research is to provide a
holistic understanding of the evolving levels of sustainability in practice.at the destination
level and to initiate discussions involving the future of DMOs and their role and
responsibility in sustainability implementation.
Although tourism success has been historically measured by a growth in numbers,
the magnitude of the pandemic allows for a critical reconsideration of tourism’s outdated
growth models (Gössling et al., 2020). In addition to evidence that growth is no longer
needed for modern societies to thrive (Rosa & Henning, 2017), capitalistic economies
have largely failed to achieve the longstanding goal of sustainability (Ikerd, 2005).
Research in this particular area can help with understanding the path and circumstances
that have led for the introduction and push towards more radical models.
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This dissertation will meet various research gaps by (1) using a degrowth lens to
revisit major concepts, such as sustainability, growth and competitiveness, (2) exploring
what it means to be competitive long-term when destinations are situated within limits set
by nature, and (3) exploring the ways in which DMOs can facilitate sustainable tourism
through policy (as suggested by Fletcher et al., 2019).
Research Questions
Article 1 (Chapter 3): Managing destinations amidst a health crisis: Perspectives,
priorities, and responsibilities of destination managers across the U.S.
(1)
How has destination management been impacted by the global COVID-19
pandemic?
(2)
Has COVID-19 been ‘the event’ that paves way for substantial changes in
policy within destination management resulting in long-term
environmental benefits?
Article 2 (Chapter 4): Competitive by Nature: Re-imagining destination competitiveness
as a long-term sustainable strategy for destination management organizations
(1)
How do destination managers operationalize sustainability concepts and
incorporate them into their policies?
(2)
How can established elements of destination competitiveness and
sustainable tourism assist in determining the level of sustainability for
DMOs?
Article 3 (Chapter 5): Growth, sustainability, and degrowth: Perspectives from
destination managers across the U.S.
(1)
How do destination managers perceive major concepts such as growth,
sustainability, and degrowth?
(2)
What are the perspectives of destination managers across the U.S. on
degrowth policy ?
(3)
What is the current potential for degrowth or degrowth-inspired policies
to enter destination management?
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Definitions
Capitalism:
The ongoing modernization of competitive societies (Timilsina, 2017, p. 1) in
which most of the system’s production is carried out with privately owned means,
the capital hires legally free labor, and the coordination is decentralized
(Milanovic, 2019, p. 12).
Carrying Capacity:
The ultimate limits to growth as constrained by environmental factors (Odum,
1953, 1959) while also considering managerial and experiential components when
defining limits to growth (Manning, 2011).
Competitiveness:
Producing more and better-quality goods and services that are marketed
successfully to consumers (Newall, 1992, p. 94)
Degrowth:
Sustainable degrowth is a downscaling of production and consumption that
increases human well-being and enhances ecological conditions and equity on the
planet. It calls for a future where societies live within their ecological means, with
open, localized economies and resources more equally distributed through new
forms of democratic institutions. Such societies will no longer have to “grow or
die.” Material accumulation will no longer hold a prime position in the
population’s cultural imaginary. The primacy of efficiency will be substituted by
a focus on sufficiency, and innovation will no longer focus on technology for
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technology’s sake but will concentrate on new social and technical arrangements
that will enable us to live convivially and frugally. Degrowth does not only
challenge the centrality of GDP as an overarching policy objective but proposes a
framework for transformation to a lower and sustainable level of production and
consumption, a shrinking of the economic system to leave more space for human
cooperation and ecosystems. (Research and Degrowth, 2022).
Degrowth-inspired:
Destinations that may not self-identify as degrowth initiatives per se, but their
vision and goals [may] match closely with principles of tourism degrowth
(Fletcher et al., 2019, p. 1758)
Destination:
The physical space/geographic entities; a cluster or network of suppliers; or
additionally, as a network of suppliers activated by visitors’ demands (Laesser &
Beritelli, 2013, p. 47)
Destination Manager:
The person responsible for the overall management of a destination (Ali & Frew,
2014).
Destination marketing/management organization (DMO):
A body, often publicly funded, which is given responsibility for the overall
marketing planning and joint marketing activities within the boundaries of the
destination (Pearce, 1992; Pike, 2004).
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Economic Growth:
Per capita gross domestic product (GDP; Zheng & Walsh, 2019, p. 155).
Governance:
The sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private,
manage their common affairs. It is a continuing process through which conflicting
or diverse interests may be accommodated and cooperative action may be taken.
It includes formal institutions and regimes empowered to enforce compliance, as
well as informal arrangements that people and institutions either have agreed to or
perceive to be in their interest (Our Global Neighborhood, 1995, para 5).
Overtourism:
Impact of tourism exceeding physical, ecological, social, economic,
psychological, and/or political capacity thresholds (Peeters et al., 2018, p. 15).
Policy:
A purposive course of action followed by an actor or set of actors in dealing with
a problem or matter of concern (Anderson, 1975, p. 3).
Sustainability:
To create and maintain conditions, under which humans and nature can exist in
productive harmony, that permit fulfilling the social, economic, and other
requirements of present and future generations of Americans (Executive Order
No. 13423, 2007). Sustainable Tourism: tourism which is in a form which can
maintain its viability in an area for an indefinite period of time” (Butler, 1999, p.
36).
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Sustainable Development:
Economic change and development that maximizes the needs and aspirations of
the current generations without sacrificing the ability of future generations to
meet their needs and aspirations (van den Berg, 2016, p. 52).
Sustainable Tourism Development:
Tourism that takes full account of its current and future economic, social and
environmental impacts, addressing the needs of visitors, the industry, the
environment and host communities (UNWTO, 2022, para 1).
Tourism:
A social, cultural, and economic phenomenon which entails the movement of
people to countries or places outside their usual environment for personal or
business/professional purposes. These people are called visitors (which may be
either tourists or excursionists; residents or non-residents) and tourism has to do
with their activities, some of which involve tourism expenditure. (UNWTO, n.d.,
para 1)
Tourism Destination:
The physical space/geographical area which contains tourism products and
services to be consumed by the tourists as part of the experience and which is
managed by an organization such as a destination marketing/management
organization (Ali & Frew, 2014)
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Tourism Destination Management:
The management process that aims to attract visitors and allocate time and money
in a specific geographic space (as defined by the visitors; Laesser &Beritelli,
2013, p. 47)

24

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this dissertation is to explore destination management policy and
the perspectives of destination managers across the U.S. on concepts such as growth,
competitiveness, sustainability, and degrowth to determine the level of sustainability for
destinations to remain competitive in the long-term. The following sections are covered
in this section of the literature review: capitalism, economic growth and environmental
crisis, consumerism, modernization, and globalization, sustainability, beyond growth
post-capitalism, degrowth as an alternative, governance and sustainability policy, tourism
context, destination competitiveness and destination management, overtourism,
sustainable tourism development, degrowing tourism, and global pandemic. These
sections are included to illustrate the current state of the U.S. economy, the mindsets
surrounding economic growth, and the impacts on destination management and the
tourism industry. Thus, this literature review is meat to provide a foundation of concepts
and ideas that are reflected in the purpose statement and research questions guiding this
dissertation.
Capitalism
Capitalism has been defined as the “economic system characterized by
comprehensive private property, free-market pricing, and the absence of coercion”
(Sternberg, 2015, p. 389). It is largely perceived as the system responsible for the
“transformation of the human condition from one of mass subsistence to mass prosperity”
(Lippit, 2007, p. 2). To the contrary, capitalism has also been blamed for negative
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outcomes, such as exploitation (Vidal, 2019), poverty (Harriss-White, 2006), alienation
(Burkitt, 2019), loss of vital community (Buchholz, 2013), inequalities (Navarro, 2007),
and environmental destruction (Smith, 2010).
Capitalism first appeared as the dominant economic system during the sixteenth
century, although there are some examples of capitalism in the ancient world and limited
regions in the later Middle Ages (Lippit, 2007). In the early development of capitalism,
economic surplus of society emerged in business profits:
Productive use of the “social surplus” was the special virtue that enabled
capitalism to outstrip all prior economic systems. Instead of building pyramids
and cathedrals, those in command of the social surplus chose to invest in ships,
warehouses, raw materials, finished goods and other material forms of wealth.
The social surplus was thus converted into enlarged productive capacity. (Dillard,
1984, p. 80)
The dynamics of capitalism include searching for expandable markets and securing
sources of supply while minimizing costs. Colonialism was initially spurred as businesses
discerned which goods had value in trade, and their sources of supply were increased at
reduced costs. This, over time, influenced improvements to production processes,
eventually leading to the Industrial Revolution. From 1500 to 1750, merchant capitalism
held influence, and the Industrial Revolution shifted the focus of the system to
productivity. The late twentieth century brought terms such as “postindustrial society”
and a shift from the production of material objects toward the production of services
(which dominated the provision of employment in America by the start of the twenty-first
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century). In its early stages, the capitalist system benefited from the security, stability,
and larger market size that nation-states could offer. In addition, capitalist enterprises
were able to gain from colonial and imperialist expansion, which provided raw materials,
markets, and the benefits of state procurement. As technology (especially information
technology and transport) increased, multinational or transnational corporations (MNCs
or TNCs) came to dominate large-scale enterprise.
Other systems of government have emerged from the critiques of capitalism, such
as the works of Vladimir Lenin who developed the philosophical system of modern
communism (Lenin, 2012). By the early 1990s following the collapse of the Soviet
Union, capitalism was the dominant economic system worldwide (Lippit, 2007).
Capitalism’s core theoretical justification can be seen in Adam Smith’s An Inquiry into
the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776), which connects the pursuit of
individual material benefit to positive social and economic consequences for the entire
community. In actuality, people are unlikely to think of the consequences to their
material accumulation. History is full of instances, such as the slave trade, in which the
“pursuit of individual benefit under the capitalist system has contributed to social
injustice on a gargantuan scale” (Lippit, 2007, p. 2). In modern times, when people buy a
house or car, they may not consider their personal contribution as a destruction of the
environment (e.g., deforestation or global warming). Thus, the critiques of a growthbased capitalist system question the future sustainability of human habits.
Economic Growth and Environmental Crisis
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Economic growth is a relatively recent social and political objective, as GDP was
first measured in the 1930s and growth cemented as an overriding goal in the 1950s
(Kallis et al., 2018). Economic growth has been viewed as the key dynamic stabilization
mechanism for modern, capitalistic societies, however, economic growth is difficult to
achieve without energy consumption. Continuous fossil fuel consumption is the major
driver for increased carbon emissions (Zhao et al., 2016). The United States, for example,
is the second largest CO2 emitter in the world behind China (Wang et al., 2018). In 2016,
China and the U.S. contributed 43.3% (more than two-fifths) of global carbon emissions
and controlled 34% (approximately one-third) of the global economy (British Petroleum,
2017; Wang et al., 2018). Tymoigne and Wray (2013, p. 2) acknowledge “capitalist
economies are, by nature, unstable.” Thus, the growth of the U.S. economy has led to
claims that society is on the brink of irreversible damage. Concerns for the planet include
“not only climate change but also ocean acidification, species extinction, the disruption of
the nitrogen and phosphorus cycles, loss of freshwater sources, land cover removal, and
chemical pollution (Foster et al., 2011; Rockström et al., 2009). Scientists have warned
that the next decade will be more critical than ever if society is to achieve the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s proposed net-zero future by 2050. Netzero essentially means an overhaul of the entire economy by eliminating fossil fuels and
other emissions and removing CO2 from the atmosphere (e.g., by trees, plants, energy
crops such as maize, or carbon sequestration such as bioenergy carbon capture and
storage).
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Given the interconnectedness of other economies to the U.S. and the national
transcendence of environmental degradation, the deemed environmental crisis is a global
issue (Gare, 2006; Buell, 2009; Redclift, 2010; Wenzel, 2019; Pacheco et al., 2018). The
coupling of the economy and the environment is particularly of interest given the impact
of economic growth. Economic growth specifically has been blamed as a major cause of
the environmental crisis (Commoner, 1972; Pacheco et al., 2018; Panayotou, 2016;
Sayre, 2010). Carbon emissions grow when an economy is focused on production and
consumption; likewise, carbon emissions are significantly reduced when economic
recessions occur. Although no one celebrates economic recessions, it is worth noting that
recessions are the single most important factor in reducing carbon emissions. Several
studies show this correlation on a global scale: (1) emission reduction of 150 Mton in the
European power sector over the years 2008 and 2009 as a consequence of the recession
(Declercq et al., 2011); (2) during the Spanish crisis there was a reduction of the total
household carbon footprint (López et al., 2016); (3) recessive decoupling occurred in the
U.S. from 2007 to 2009, indicating that CO2 emissions declined in line with economic
recession (Wang et al., 2018). In this regard, Foster, Clark, and York (2011) go as far as
describing the ecological crisis as capitalism’s war on Earth.
Masco (2017, p. 65) argues that “crisis has become a counterrevolutionary idiom
in the twenty-first century, a means of stabilizing an existing condition rather than
minimizing forms of violence across militarism, economy, and the environment.” The
environmental crisis is backed publicly by more than fifteen thousand scientists who are
concerned about the planet’s condition and the lack of action from humanity (SkubałA,
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2018). The problem, however, is that many people do not always believe scientists’
warning of an ecological rift. Social and physical scientists in particular, such as
Georgescu-Roegen (1972), Meadows et al (1972), Ehrlich and Holdren (1971 and 1973),
and Cleveland et al (1984), argue higher levels of production and consumption (economic
activity) require larger inputs of energy and material, and generate larger quantities of
waste byproducts. As explained by Panayotou’s Economic Growth and The
Environment (2016), “increased extraction of natural resources, accumulation of waste,
and concentration of pollutants overwhelm the carrying capacity of the biosphere and
result in the degradation of environmental quality and decline in human welfare, despite
rising incomes” (p. 1). Likewise, if the resource base continues to deplete, then economic
activity itself may be at risk (Jansson et al., 1994). Nevertheless, neoliberal capitalism has
become increasingly reliant on growth as the solution to the crises it inevitably creates
(Higgins-Desbiolles et al., 2019). Thus, the ability for the world to sustain economic
growth indefinitely without resource constraints or irreversible environmental destruction
is in question (Panayotou, 2016).
Consumerism, Modernization, and Globalization
Although per capita resource consumption is steadily rising (Daly et al., 2007),
there are eras of humanity in which material throughput did not expand. The current era
of rapid economic growth is considered a very recent phenomenon. Before 1750,
economic growth was less than one tenth as rapid as it is today; and before 1500,
economic growth proceeded at a truly glacial pace (Steinsson, 2020). This implies then
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that the modern growth rate has only been steadily increasing since the Industrial
Revolution.
The modern world continues to empower commodities as a means of defining
people (Singh, 2018). The branding of every product reflects our social status and values
– and vice versa (see Dimanche & Samdahl, 1994). Accumulation of wealth and power
has even recently been attributed to reproductive success as long as 4,000 to 8,000 years
ago – contrasting the belief that survival of the fittest is solely influenced by genetic
makeup (Karmin et al., 2015). This finding is particularly of interest to this dissertation as
it seeks to further understand the nature of human desire to accumulate, expand, and
consume in an effort to survive and thrive. It is, however, difficult to refute the negative
influence of capitalism that we witness today in the form of “obsession with possession”
(Singh, 2018, p. 205) since consumerism is the core ideology of capitalism (Harmanci,
2017). In many ways, consumerism is associated with the powerful attraction to the
American Dream in the United States, which promotes “the accumulation of commodities
as a social norm, civic duty, display of individual achievement, and a key source of lifesatisfaction” (Ivanova, 2011, p. 329). The connection between the American Dream and
modern, westernized development can be further explained by the work of Harmanci
(2017, p. 61):
The Industrial Revolution in Europe during the eighteenth century marked an
eminent change in the history of Western development. Due to the expansion of
mechanical inventions, old pattern of life was replaced by modern lifestyle; rural
self-sufficient society was superseded by urban wage-slavery society. People
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worked harder to earn more money in order to gain power to purchase. The
traditional way of living was no longer adequate to sustain the needs of modern
people. Their life has become an endless struggle to possess more. Since then,
these countries, which are presently called “more developed countries’ (MDCs),
have greatly developed in their economy and technology. Simultaneously, the
other three-quarter of the globe, which are called ‘less developed countries’
(LDCs) were left behind, generating an enormous gap between these two groups.
People in LDCs commence to strive to gain their appropriate place in new
societies and are engaged in the process of pursuing new relationships with their
fellow men. It has come to be accepted that MDCs have a responsibility to aid
LDCs in order to bring them out of the poorer condition of life and lead them
towards the stage of modernity.
Modernity can be examined politically, economically, socially, and culturally, and
the term is defined as the “distinct and unique form of social life, which categorizes
modern societies” (Hall et al.,1992, p. 2). The Fordist regime, a specific stage of
economic development in the twentieth century, describes consumption in regard to
domestic mass production of consumer goods and housing. Evolving from Fordism,
modernization theory was used in the 1950s and 1960s to explain the development of
industrial societies of North America and Western Europe. Modernization theory was
seen as a strategy for development that encouraged changes to economic, political, and
value systems. Influenced by earlier social change work from writers such as Emile
Durkheim and Max Weber, modernization theory was seen in opposition to traditional
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societies (e.g., Green Revolution in Asia in which modern science solves the food crisis
in the 1960s). In economics, the modernization approach emphasizes the benefits of the
free market by adopting the rational choice theory, in which the premise is that people
make logical decisions using a cost-benefit analysis. The rational choice model in a
modernization context continues to guide economic policy set forth by the neoclassical
free market system of the United States. Increasingly, modern societies are marked by the
abundance of consumer products and various lifestyles, and each evolves at the
intersection of local and global conditions (Harmanci, 2017).
The Fordist regime and a modernized mentality brought the rise of wages for the
working class which led to further demand until post-Fordism in the late twentieth
century brought suppression of labor income in an effort to achieve higher efficiency or
surplus value (Ivanova, 2011). This is important because the stagnation of labor income
enabled prices to fall and personal consumption levels to soar. The culture-ideology of
consumerism, according to Sklair (1991, p. 129), is the “value system appropriate for the
transition to capitalist modernization.” Thus, the exponential growth of production and
consumption created externalities for not only society but also the environment.
Consumerism, therefore, is basically antithetical to development and therefore requires
maximized producerism for development (Wells, 1972). Furthermore, Wells (1972, p.
47) suggests the concept of “modernization” be split into consumerism (defined as the
increase in consumption of the material culture of the developed countries), and
producerism (defined as the increased mobilization of a society’s population to work, and
to work more productively in the non-consumerist sector of the economy). This is further
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explained by the growth cycle in which more production creates more work, more work
creates more income, more income allows more consumption, and more consumption
requires more production, and so on (Krippendorf, 2010).
Nevertheless, people in modern society are still participating in a consumptive
cycle – buying products, using them, throwing them away, and buying them again
(Harmanci, 2017). Max Weber (1958, p. 60) once claimed, “a man does not, by nature,
wish to earn more and more money, but to live as he is accustomed to live and to earn as
much as is necessary for that purpose.” Consumerism, therefore, encourages people to
work harder, earn more money, and spend more; thus, entering the capitalist system.
Moreover, “the social world of invention, taste and production is associated with the
world of sociability, experimentation and enjoyment through consumption” (Harmanci,
2017, p. 62). In order to develop a new social construct of consumption, however,
Ivanova (2011) argues that American-style consumer capitalism would need to be left to
die.
It seems remiss to discuss consumerism and consumption without addressing the
impact of globalization. After all, global economic growth is a nineteenth and twentieth
century phenomenon, driven by historically unique sociocultural systems and values that
developed in tandem with capitalism and colonialism (Kallis et al., 2018). Al-Rodhan and
Stoudmann (2006, p. 2) developed the following definition for globalization after
examining more than 100 definitions over the last 45 years: a process that encompasses
the causes, course, and consequences of transnational and transcultural integration of
human and non-human activities. The definition of Giddens’ (1990, p. 64) emphasizes
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the “intensification of worldwide social relations'' that are responsible for linking “distant
localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring many miles
away and vice versa.” Due to advanced communication in technology, the world has
shrunk, and global information is within short reach. Globalization brought about a
unitary status when it became a well-known term in the 1990s (Harmanci, 2017). While
economic and media systems are generally responsible for the global integration of
culture, it can be said that “cultural invasion originates from consumerism, distributed
worldwide by transnational corporations (TNCs) and multinational corporations (MNCs),
and reinforced profoundly by advertising” (Harmanci, 2017, p. 61). The spread of
neoliberal economic ideology was ultimately promoted by structural adjustment policies
that were enforced by intranational lending organizations, such as the World Bank and
the International Monetary Fund, which opened up the global economy to more foreign
investment.
The United States has continued to be a global influencer as one of the wealthiest
countries in the world. The U.S. is the world’s largest economy by nominal GDP, and its
influence on the global economy is quite substantial compared to other countries
(Bhutada, 2021). The cyclical phases of the U.S. economy (unstable market, periods of
growth, periods of decline, and managing inflation and recession) is global in nature and
attempts to achieve long-term sustainability, create economic opportunities, and provide
environmental and social benefits (Yakovleva, 2020). In a global cyclical economy
(regenerative economy), however, it is necessary to separate economic growth from
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resource consumption, focusing on preserving value in order to protect ecosystems and
natural capital (Yakovleva, 2020).
Sustainability
In the U.S., the quest for sustainability derives from our progression of
consumerism (Assadourian, 2010). After World War II, the age of affluence (n.d.)
emerged in the 1950s as consumerism grew and Americans had saved enough money
during the war to spend. A decade later, the political and social landscape was changing,
as the existing order of U.S. society was challenged by suppressed groups starting to find
their voice – African Americans, women, and anti-war demonstrators. As Americans
continued to fight for their rights and values, an environmental crisis was announced by
scientists in the 1960s due to several nationwide events (e.g., smog occurrences in Los
Angeles and New York City, the Santa Barbara oil spill, the Cuyahoga River fire, and a
population explosion) – accompanied by less steady, recurring financial and economic
crises (European Environment Agency, 2013; Foster & Magdoff, 2009). Some of the
same veterans of protest campaigns from the 1960s were also part of the millions of
people who participated in the first Earth Day in 1970 (Rome, 2013). The 1970s brought
a wave of radicalism responsible for international environmental policy and a call for
sustainability, equality, and justice from American scientists, protestors, and politicians.
Simultaneously during this period was the rise of citizen planning (Callies, 1981; Day,
1997; Derrick et al., 1977; Fagence, 1977; Kasperson, 1977) and advocacy planning
(Davidoff, 1965) in support for more bottom-up approaches and grassroot initiatives in
response to a lack of trust in top-down approaches. By the 1970s, the grand theories, such
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as modernization theory, shifted to a micro intervention focus in the 80s and 90s. Terms,
such as “stakeholder” and “participation” rapidly gained in popularity. In combining both
macro theory and micro intervention, sustainable development emerged and was
considered to be multi-disciplinary, multi-perspective, and multi-definition. Sustainable
development became the dominant paradigm by the turn of the century but is indeed
much more than simply adding together “development” and “sustainability” (Garcia &
Staples, 2000). The Brundtland report, otherwise known as Our Common Future, focused
on development (to make better) and sustainability (to maintain) in an effort to improve
human condition without compromising the future. Specifically of importance is
sustainable development’s desire to improve the quality of life of people without
degrading the environment. In disagreement with Bell and Morse (2013, p. 3) who claim
sustainable development “does not emphasize economic growth or production,” this
dissertation will argue that sustainable development is classically portrayed as the
interface between environmental, economic, and social sustainability (Goodland & Daly,
1996) and is, therefore, directly contributing to production and consumption patterns
(thus economic growth). GDP is considered one of the many issues central to sustainable
development (Bell & Morse, 2013; Rotmans & van Asselt, 1999).
The combination of development theory and the concept of sustainability have
been used to better understand the term’s political, economic, cultural, and ecological
complexities. These inherent principles have been represented as a harmonized balance
between society, the environment, and the economy – commonly illustrated as a “winwin-win triangle” or the popularized Venn Diagram as shown in Figure 2.1 (Purvis et al.,
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2019). Despite decades of such concerted efforts to achieve sustainable development,
however, “socioecological conflicts and inequality have rarely reversed, but in fact
increased in many places” (Fletcher et al., 2019, p. 1745). Since the inception and
evolution of sustainable development, other eco-concerned capitalism phases in the
reconstruction of political discourse, such as green growth and green economy, have
emerged.

Figure 2.1. Generalized three-pillar sustainable development model.
Sustainable development promises that consumer capitalism can be reconciled
with values of social justice, political equality, and ecological integrity (Blühdorn, 2017).
Yet, as modern societies’ crises continue to worsen, such promises are becoming
increasingly less credible. In this regard, the paradigm of sustainability has been largely
unable to deliver any profound structural transformation of capitalist consumer societies
(Blühdorn, 2017). This becomes evident by looking at the “acceleration of climate
change, the unrestrained exploitation of natural resources, the precariousness of the
global financial system, the public and private debt crisis, higher levels of social
inequality, rapidly eroding trust in political elites, the challenges of mass migration,
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proliferating movements of populism and so forth – all feeding into a multi-dimensional
sustainability crisis that leaves politicians (as well as the market) utterly helpless”
(Blühdorn, 2017, p. 42).
As highlighted by Blühdorn (2017, p. 43), a number of discourses share the
hypotheses that the demise of capitalism is now both foreseeable and inevitable (e.g.,
Streeck 2011, 2014a, 2014b; Mason 2015, 2016); that a new citizens’ revolution is
emerging to self-organize the departure from the fossil growth economy which
mainstream politics has so far failed to deliver (e.g., Prinzen, 2005, 2010; Muraca, 2013);
that a shift in social value preferences is about to take modern societies beyond the
consumer culture (e.g., Soper 2007, 2008; Jackson, 2009; Schlosberg & Coles, 2015);
that technological innovation increasingly enables communities to unplug from industrial
mega-circulation and develop decentralized, needs oriented and resource-efficient local
economies (e.g., Petschow et al. 2014); and that the arrival of the Anthropocene (period
of human dominance on climate and environment) and may finally take modern societies
into a new era where nature and society can be developed symbiotically (e.g., Crutzen &
Schwägerl 2011; Arias-Maldonado 2012, 2013, 2015). Not only does the exhaustion of
the sustainability paradigm coincide with the rebirth of several ideas reminiscent of
earlier, more radical eco-political thoughts, but also the timing seems more favorable for
the radical change of sociocultural conditions. Thus, the exhaustion of sustainability may
be the new era of transformative eco-politics.
The measurement of sustainability is tricky as there are multiple challenges in the
evaluation of multi-criteria. Often, as emphasized by Munda (2005), some sustainable
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indicators improve while others deteriorate (e.g., when incomes grow, SO2 might go
down while CO2 increases). The issue remains on how to combine different and
sometimes contradictory indicators and indexes in a way immediately useful for policy
(in a similar sense that GDP or other macroeconomic statistics have been useful for
policy) (Funtowicz et al., 1999, 2002). When considering nature, tension between money
valuation and appraisal through physical indicators and indexes (which themselves could
show contradictory trends) is often hidden. Thus, the question of whether a country is
moving towards sustainability or away from sustainability cannot typically be answered
with consensus on the indicators and the integrative framework used (e.g., Allen et al.,
2003; Barbier & Markandya, 1990; Chichilnisky, 1996; Faucheux & O’Connor, 1998;
Howarth & Norgaard, 1990, 1992; Munda, 1997a, 1997b; Musu & Siniscalco, 1996;
Pearce et al., 1996). Munda (2005, p. 120) further argues the assumption that “when
dealing with sustainability indicators and indexes neither an economic reductionism nor
an ecological one is possible since in general economic sustainability has an ecological
cost and sustainability has an economic cost.” However, because Earth is a closed
system, analyzing ecological energy flows helps to measure society-environment
interactions. A metabolism approach is oftentimes used to analyze the energy flows of
societies with different modes of subsistence. Haberl et al. (2002) analyzed huntergatherers, a contemporary agricultural society in southeastern Asia, and a contemporary
industrial society (Austria) and discovered the following: (1) the energy system of huntergatherers can be described as an uncontrolled solar energy system because it mainly
harvests biomass without attending to its reproduction, using only about 0.001% to
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0.01% of the net primary production (NPP) of the territory they inhabit; (2) agricultural
societies harness NPP to a much higher extent, because although agriculture often
reduces NPP, the amount of biomass that agricultural societies use is much higher (about
20% of potential NPP); (3) industrial societies use area-independent energy sources
(fossil and nuclear energy), which, however, result in new sustainability problems, such
as greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, the ways in which society interacts collectively
becomes more crucial when determining degrees of sustainability.
In 2015, the UN adopted sustainable development goals (SDGs) with 169 targets
as a universal political agenda that calls for a collective action to achieve peace,
prosperity, and wellbeing for all by 2030. These SDGs replaced the eight Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs). The list of SDGs includes (1) ending poverty, (2) ending
hunger, (3) encouraging good health and well-being, (4) providing quality education, (5)
promoting gender equality, (6) providing clean water and sanitation, (7) promoting
affordable and clean energy, (8) providing decent work and economic growth, (9)
addressing industry, innovation, and infrastructure, (10) reducing inequalities, (11)
developing sustainable cities and communities, (12) ensure sustainable consumption and
production patterns, (13) taking action on climate change, (14) promoting life below
water, (15) promoting life on land, (16) working towards peace, justice and strong
institutions, and (17) creating partnerships to achieve SDG goals (see
https://sdgs.un.org/goals). These SDGs are an attempt at implementing more sustainable
policy at the local and regional level, however, these policies can be difficult to
operationalize.
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For the purposes of this dissertation, goals (3) (ensuring healthy lives and promote
well-being for all at all ages), (8) (promoting sustained, inclusive, and sustainable
economic growth, full and productive employment, and decent work for all), (11)
(developing sustainable cities and communities), and (12) (ensuring sustainable
consumption and production patterns) will be addressed and further discussed. In order to
achieve the desired cross-sectional progress of the 2030 agenda, policymakers at all
levels and in all sectors will have to be involved (Sweileh, 2020). Although the SDG (13)
(climate action) was the most researched topic for the Americas, ironically SDG (7)
(affordable and clean energy) was the least researched (Sweileh, 2020). The top three
researched SDGs for America (excluding SDG 17 – partnerships for the goals) are
climate action (13), health and well-being (3), and poverty (1); whereas the least three
researched include clean energy (7), inequality (10), and gender equality (5). Sweileh’s
(2020, p. 7) study showed that most researched SDG goals were those related to health,
environment, and science; however, at least half of the SDGs are related to social issues.
In support of the overall purpose of this dissertation, environmental issues are a major
global challenge for life and economy on planet Earth (World Health Organization, 2020;
Sweileh, 2020; Babatola; 2018).
Beyond Growth, Post-Capitalism
Growth can not only be considered uneconomic and unjust, but also ecologically
unsustainable and never enough (D’Alisa et al., 2015). It is argued that economies can be
stabilized without growth if basic monetary, fiscal, labor, and welfare institutions are
transformed (e.g., working hours are reduced, new investment in clean sectors is offset by
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disinvestment in dirty sectors, debt interest is spent or socialized, redistribution of wealth
is secured, and growth in relational goods compensates for decline in material goods)
(Kallis et al., 2018). However, perpetual growth can be viewed as ecologically limited
and likely disastrous (Kallis et al., 2018). The notion of the inherent limits on humanity
was captured by Meadows, Randers, and Meadows (2004) – the authors commissioned
by the Club of Rome in the early seventies to analyze the long-term causes and
consequences of growth in the world’s population and material economy:
Growth can solve some problems, but creates others… The Earth is finite. Growth
of anything physical, including human population and its cars and houses and
factories, cannot continue forever…There are limits to the rate at which humanity
can extract resources (crops, grass, wood, fish) and emit wastes (greenhouse gas
emissions, toxic substances) without exceeding the productive or absorption
capacities of the world. (p. 8)
In addition to being driven by political agendas and institutions, growth in economies is
biophysical since the economic process converts energy, resources, and matter to goods,
services, and waste (Kallis et al., 2018). In theory, improving the resource efficiency of
production may lead to the decoupling of material throughput from economic output.
Green growth theory supports that “continued economic expansion is compatible with
our planet’s ecology, as technological change and substitution will allow us to absolutely
decouple GDP growth from resource use and carbon emissions” (Hickel & Kallis, 2020,
p. 469). National and international policy, including in the SDGs, has even adopted this
claim; however, empirical evidence on resource use and carbon emissions does not
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support green growth theory (Hickel & Kallis, 2020). This includes ecological
economists who argue that absolute decoupling is unlikely, even though relative
decoupling is common (Kallis et al., 2018).
In essence, “just as increases in labor productivity led to growth and new jobs, not
to less employment, increases in resource productivity increase output and resource use”
(Kallis et al., 2018, p. 296). Although growth has shown ways of being more
environmentally friendly (e.g., substituting fossil fuels with solar power), these new
substitutes also have resource requirements of their own, and “life-cycle impacts that
cross space and time” (Kallis et al., 2018, p. 296). There is no denying growth has been
possible due to the ability of fossil fuels to achieve things human labor alone could not
do. Thus, energy is a vital source of useful work, however, an economy powered by a
diffuse energy flow (e.g., wind or solar) still has significant environmental effects. Ayres
and Warr (2010) find that the use of net energy after conversion losses explains a big
portion of the United States’ total factor productivity and economic growth. Exceptions
may exist, but Kallis et al. (2018) highlight cross-panel data that shows an overall 1%
growth of a national economy is associated with 0.6% to 0.8% increase in its carbon
emissions (Burke et al., 2015) and 0.8% growth in its resource use (Steinberger et al.,
2013). As highlighted by Kallis et al. (2018), diverse hunter-fisher-gatherers have
maintained extremely low ecological footprints throughout human existence and even
rigorously measured in contemporary groups, such as the Andaman Islands (Singh &
Haas, 2012).
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A further example is the research by Suzman (2017) which, over a 25-year period,
documented affluence measured in time, social relations, and cultural richness rather than
material possessions in a group known as the Ju/’hoansi. Other examples of sociocultural
flourishment without the pursuit of growth mentioned by Kallis et al. (2018, p. 301)
include: (1) Mbendjele Yaka people in the Democratic Republic of Congo value
resources for their abundance, rather than scarcity, and practice management strategies
aimed at sustaining that abundance, together with moral obligations for nonreciprocal
sharing among community members via distribution of forest resources such as meat and
honey; (2) Studying groups on three different continents, Bird-David et al. (1992) find
varying manifestations of a “cosmology of sharing” in which relations among community
members and with the natural world are constituted as interdependent partnerships; and
(3) In a comparative analysis of data from a range of human groups, Woodburn (1982)
found that the most egalitarian societies favor immediate consumption rather than surplus
accumulation, and they sustain social institutions that undermine uneven buildup of
power, wealth, or authority.
Whether due to widespread concern for the environment (Gibson-Graham &
Roelvink, 2011), or in response to pro-growth capitalism (Andriotis, 2018),
environmentally attuned and socially orientated economic alternatives have emerged in
academic and political discourses that question the economic norm. The financial system
is oftentimes considered unstable, unemployment rates are high, and market expansion is
no longer seen as a viable solution to declining revenues (Gibson-Graham & Roelvink,
2011). Amidst such concern, some scholars have called for correcting capitalism through
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increasing market regulation (Pitketty, 2014; Reich, 2011), while others propose more
radical post-capitalist solutions, such as workers’ self-directed enterprises (Wolff, 2012),
and degrowth (Fournier, 2008; Latouche, 2007), among others as noted by Zanoni et al.
(2017). The proposed alternatives promote the idea that another world post-capitalism is
perhaps possible. Examples of alternative economic systems include steady-state (Daly,
2014; O’Neill, 2014) a-growth (van den Bergh, 2011), degrowth (Andreoni & Galmarini,
2013; Kallis et al., 2012; Spangenberg, 2014), green (Barbier & Markandya, 2013;
Loiseau et al., 2016), blue (Pauli, 2010; Smith-Godfrey, 2016), circular (Kirchherr et al.,
2017; Korhonen et al., 2018), doughnut (Raworth, 2017), community (Gibson-Graham,
2006), etc. In order for U.S. society to evolve from the hegemony of capitalism, it is
important to further explore these alternatives in the academic discourse.
The development of any alternative economy is not an easy feat, but if the
capitalist economy continues to be portrayed as the real, dominant, or most powerful
form of economic life, any alternative economy will only be seen as idealistic, inferior,
and powerless (Healy, 2009). However, each alternative economy presents its own
solutions and therefore deserves to be explored as viable possibilities until invalidated.
While degrowth is only one of many proposed solutions to environmental problems, this
dissertation intentionally chose to apply the degrowth lens because it pushes the
boundaries and ideologies of traditional pro-growth mindsets and systems.
Degrowth as an Alternative
In anticipating some of the economic problems many westernized countries face
today, Georgescu-Roegen (1971, 1975) recommended “degrowth” as a potential solution.
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Degrowth has gained momentum and evolved due to various key ideas and events
throughout the 21st century. Despite the progress, degrowth within the current capitalistic
society is seen as an impossibility theorem and therefore demands for degrowth to be
considered post-capitalism (Foster et al., 2011; Kallis et al., 2018). Although typically
considered a more radical socioeconomic and environmental transformation, this
dissertation accepts that a more radical approach to change may be the only way to
prevent irreversible damage to the environment. However, in order to reform institutions
that see growth as imperative, an intertwined cultural and political change is needed to
embrace degrowth as a positive social development (Kallis, 2015).
According to Petridis et al. (2015) degrowth is described as a “transition – via the
gradual and equitable downscaling of production and consumption – to a quantitatively
smaller and qualitatively different economy that respects the environment, increases
human well-being and aims at social equity” (p. 176). Degrowth challenges the
hegemony of growth and seeks to achieve environmental sustainability, social justice,
and well-being, while remaining critical of modernity, supportive of the abandonment of
consumerism, and emphasizing the importance of autonomy for individuals and societies
(Castoriadis, 1998; Gorz, 1983; Illich, 1971). Degrowth’s critique of growth goes beyond
GDP growth, however, by examining societies and institutions (Haapanen & Tapio,
2016, p. 3492). Research and Degrowth, an academic association, defines sustainable
degrowth as:
A downscaling of production and consumption that increases human wellbeing
and enhances ecological conditions and equity on the planet. It calls for a future
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where societies live within their ecological means, with open, localized
economies and resources more equally distributed through new forms of
democratic institutions (Research and Degrowth, 2022).
It is evident that degrowth is a process of change, or in other words, of radical
socioeconomic and environmental transformation, that has an end goal to transition to a
steady-state-economy or even declining growth (Kallis, 2011). Specifically, the
fundamental and conceptual notions of degrowth include: (1) reduced consumption and
production, (2) limited use of technology, (3) low-carbon travel, (4) reduction of working
hours, (5) promotion of simpler alternative lifestyles, (6) improved community welfare,
and (7) increased human happiness (Andriotis, 2018, p. 17). Ultimately, degrowth seeks
to construct a society that lives better with less (Kallis, 2015). The aim of degrowth,
therefore, is to reduce the overall economic activity, while understanding that when the
renewable energy sector grows, other economic activities would need to degrow (D'Alisa
et al., 2015; Heikkurinen, 2018). If GDP is unsustainable as a societal goal, then it is
“ultimately necessary for nations (and the world) to transition to a steady or declining
GDP scenario” (Ward et al., 2016, p. 12). Thus, degrowth scholars argue that degrowth
not only represents a reduction in economic activity, but also a broader transformation of
society, values, and practices to accommodate these changes (Robra & Heikkurinen,
2019).
Sources of degrowth can be traced back thousands of years to philosophers of
ancient Greece and Rome, so rather than seeing degrowth as a completely new idea,
degrowth activists see it on the continuum of other social movements that have evolved
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over time (e.g., simple living, voluntary simplicity/LOVOS, slow, and the arts and crafts
movements). Degrowth began as an “activist slogan in 2001 as a reaction against
capitalism and its negative effects” (Andriotis, 2018, p. 14). Many of these social
movements emerged in the late 20th century during post-Fordist conditions and the
dismantling of a Keynesian-style welfare state (Martin, 1998, p. 735). Degrowth,
however, has only recently surfaced as a distinctive multidisciplinary academic paradigm
requiring further research exploration. Kallis et al. (2018, p. 923) illustrated the evolving
research on degrowth and highlighted not only the different themes of degrowth research
and the disciplines they come from (political science, economics, ecological economics,
history, anthropology, and technology studies), but also the leading questions
surrounding degrowth research: (1) How did GDP growth become hegemonic and how
may its hegemony be dismantled? (2) How can economics be stable without growth? (3)
How do communities manage without growth? (4) What appropriate technologies are
needed to prosper without growth? (5) What is democracy without growth? (6) Can wellbeing be secured with lower throughput and output? As of March 2008, Fournier (2008)
could identify only three English-language articles published on degrowth (Baykan,
2007; Fotopoulos, 2007; Latouche, 2007).
Research on the history of ideas and on ecological economics provides the two
foundational degrowth ideas: that growth is an ideological construction, and that growth
is ecologically unsustainable (Kallis et al., 2018, p. 293). The developing principles of
degrowth have gained momentum from leaders in European countries, but the
perspectives on degrowth from policymakers around the United States at the destination-
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level remain largely unexplored. Cosme, Santos, and O’Neill (2017) reviewed 128 peerreviewed articles and analyzed 54 proposals for action focused on degrowth and
identified three broad goals: (1) reduce the environmental impact of human activities; (2)
redistribute income and wealth both within and between countries; and (3) promote the
transition from a materialistic to a convivial and participatory society. Ironically,
however, findings indicate that the majority of degrowth proposals are national top-down
approaches, focusing on government as a major driver of change, rather than local
bottom-up approaches, as advocated by many degrowth proponents (Cosme et al., 2017).
Because degrowth can oftentimes be interpreted as anti-growth, van den Bergh
(2011) proposes using the term a-growth (being indifferent about growth) instead as the
“more logical social aim to substitute for the current goal of economic growth, given that
GDP (per capita) is a very imperfect indicator of social welfare” (p.881). Although
degrowth as a term may seem ambiguous, Schneider et al. (2010) claim that degrowth
“aspires to be a multi-dimensional concept with a variety of interpretations, open for
public debate and proposals for practical solutions'' (Cosme et al., 2017, p. 323). Not to
mention, it is common for many social science concepts to have some degree of
ambiguity. While van den Bergh (2017) acknowledges that zero or negative growth does
not imply reverse causality or a solution to problems, degrowth is the chosen lens for this
dissertation as it holistically addresses many problems that have yet to be solved by
growth and/or capitalism. Some of the other criticisms of degrowth by van den Bergh
(2011) include (1) the blunt policy goal of degrowing GDP which could have negative
effects on society and the environment, (2) how the reduction of production and
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consumption is measured, (3) the nuance of calling for less production or consumption
compared to existing debates about sustainable consumption or steady-state economics,
and (4) the vagueness and radicalness of degrowth literature, and (5) the unlikeliness to
influence mainstream, be accepted by people and/or unrealistic expectations of
generalized voluntary self-restrictions. Giorgos Kallis, a leading degrowth researcher and
author, wrote an article entitled “In defence of degrowth” (2011) that addressed van den
Bergh’s critiques.
Instead of being seen as too “radical,” degrowth is intended to be viewed as a
multi-faceted framework that gives purpose and connects different policies and citizen
initiatives, building on a deep and long philosophical, cultural, anthropological, and
institutional critique of the notions of growth and development (Castoriadis, 1985; Illich,
1973; Kallis, 2011). Additionally, there is no single undeniable indicator to measure the
progress towards sustainable degrowth – it can be measured in many different ways, and
according to Kallis (2011), this is similar to other normative concepts such as liberty or
equality (also not unequivocally measurable, but useful). Possibly one of the more
important contrasts to van den Bergh, is when Kallis (2011) suggests “we cannot afford
to be agnostic to growth (i.e., a-growth) because we need to take an active position and
change the institutions that make GDP that natural goal of our societies” (p. 874).
Furthermore, degrowth can become reality with “a little bit more belief on our collective
capacity to plan social change” (Kallis, 2011, p. 874). Degrowth is worth the exploration,
as “the continuation of life on Earth as we know it is at stake” (Pollin, 2019, p. 5).
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Although degrowth was considered a social movement for years, it has slowly started to
introduce plans of actions. For example, Pollin (2019) specifically calls for an extra 1.5-2
percent of global GDP to be invested annually in a fast-growing program of clean,
nonnuclear, renewable-energy provision, while fossil-fuel industries will be shrunk by 35
per cent over the next twenty years, an annual 2.2 per cent. This scenario, however, is
based on the absolute decoupling of economic growth from fossil-fuel consumption,
which is part of an on-going debate. Pollin (2019) claims taking this action will drive
down CO2 emissions by 40% within twenty years, while also supporting rising living
standards and expanding job opportunities. The steady-state economy (SSE) argues
another perspective with a goal of achieving a “constant population and a constant stock
of capital, maintained by a low rate of throughput that is within the regenerative and
assimilative capacity of the ecosystem” (Daly, 2008, p. 3). In this regard, degrowth can
be seen as a possible pathway to reaching SSE (e.g., Kerschner, 2010; O’Neill, 2012).
Most routes to degrowth favor the Global North achieving SSE, while Global South
countries follow a path of decelerating growth (Cosme et al., 2017).
While more research is needed on managing or prospering without growth
(Jackson, 2009; Victor, 2008), Kallis et al. (2018) reviewed studies of economic stability
in the absence of growth and of societies that have managed well without growth.
Findings accounted for at least three different groups, including (1) non-capitalistic
societies who have lived without growth, and (2) countries and cities that adapt
constructively to and from groups within high-growth societies who live with little or no
money either by choice or by necessity (Paulson, 2017; Kallis et al., 2018). While
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populations have survived and adapted over millennia with relatively steady state
economies, capitalism is considered incompatible with degrowth (Kallis et al., 2018).
Although planned degrowth is politically unlikely due to established interests and power
relations, this dissertation seeks to gauge perspectives of destination managers and
stakeholders toward degrowth as a concept and degrowth policies at the destination level.
While degrowth focuses on social equity, fairness, justice, and environmental
sustainability to achieve degrowth (Muraca, 2012), this dissertation will focus primarily
on the environmental sustainability facet. The concept of degrowth as an alternative
approach to development needs to be further explored in the United States as the country
continues to overproduce, overconsume, and deplete resources.
Governance and Sustainability Policy
Governance and sustainable development have a similar history. Both terms
emerged in the late 1980s and grew in popularity in professional discourse by the 1990s.
Government has just as often been used to undermine environmental quality as to support
it (Caradonna, 2014), but the question remains as to whether environmental rules and
regulations actually improve the quality of the environment. As rules and policies
continue to rise, one would expect them to make the world a better place (Limberg et al.,
2021).
Although initially used exclusively in a political sphere, governance and
sustainability have moved into more social and economic contexts. These terms,
however, remain contested as they both include various meanings, promises, and
implications. Although governance is used to implement sustainable agendas, “many
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people dislike the thought of government intruding into areas of personal responsibility,
although they also realize that the state should have a role in behavior change, especially
when one person’s behavior has consequences for other people” (Vlaev et al., 2016, p.
21). This perception of government intrusion supports the Latin and ancient Greek
meaning of the word governance: manipulation, control, and guidance (Keping, 2018, p.
1). Specific policies are always connected to specific problems in society (Hill & Hupe,
2002, p. 5).
Environmental reform, specifically, has been pushed since the 1970s in an effort
to increase public awareness on environmental issues When the reform policies of the
late 1960s and the 1970s failed to reach their goals, social scientists reviewed political
steering to explain these failures. Social scientists found that the “steering capability of
government is impaired if the target group enjoys a high degree of legal and practical
autonomy, and/or if it resists the intervention” (Mayntz, 2006, p. 1). The natural
challenge for policymakers, therefore, is implementing the most effective instruments in
hopes of avoiding reform failure. Concepts such as meta-governance, sound governance,
effective governance, and good governance have been suggested as solutions. According
to Keping (2018, p. 2), scholars from various countries have developed five major
propositions on governance theory: (1) the set of institutions and actors are drawn from
but also beyond the government, (2) boundaries between the State and society and
between public and private sectors are becoming increasingly blurred, as are definitions
of their responsibilities, (3) power dependence exists between institutions involved in
collective action, (4) the importance of autonomous self-governing networks of actors is
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emphasized, and (5) the capacity to get things done without relying on the power of the
government to command or use its authority (Stoker, 1998).
According to Munda (2005, p. 132), “sustainability policy exercise implies
difficult decisions such as the choice of indicators, their policy prioritization, and the
choice of ideal values; such an exercise is not a technical issue only, it is mainly a sociopolitical issue.” Indicators and targets for sustainable models are historically supported by
scientific research and political controversy (Munda, 2005). It does not help, however,
that the private sector constantly nudges consumers to buy more goods and services.
Policy packages have been proposed by degrowth and a-growth supporters (van den
Bergh, 2010; Cosme et al., 2017) “to protect the environment from further capitalist
exploitation and commodification” (Fremaux, 2019, p. 16). When constructing policy, it
is crucial for degrowth proposals to clearly define the objective of the proposal, and
which concrete environmental or social issue it aims to address to avoid ambiguity and
confusion in the context of policy debates (Van den Bergh, 2011). Specifically, Cosme,
Santos, and O’Neill (2017) offer suggestions on how to help reduce uncertainty in future
degrowth policy research:
To help reduce uncertainty in future research, it would be useful to analyze
degrowth policy proposals in collaboration with a group of stakeholders. Such a
project would allow advocates of degrowth to: (i) understand the main points of
weakness of the proposals; (ii) have more accountability in the categorization
process; (iii) discuss concrete proposals for more subjective issues (e.g.,
promoting frugal lifestyles); and (iv) discuss potential concretizations of vague

55

proposals. Finally, future work on degrowth should aim to explore the seeming
contradiction between the bottom-up discourse and top-down policy proposals. It
is also important to address the issue of how to plan for degrowth in emerging
economies, so that they can avoid at least some of the mistakes already made in
developed countries.
Although most degrowth proposals use a top-down approach (e.g., policy
intervention to change behavior), this is considered contradictory from a degrowth
perspective because degrowth activists encourage bottom-up approaches (e.g.,
community involvement, local initiatives) (Cosme et al., 2017). Thus, this dissertation
will target the input and perspective of stakeholders, particularly destination managers as
policymakers, to gain insight into degrowth policies as a viable alternative to traditional
growth agendas. Policymakers will be targeted as they are oftentimes considered “choice
architects” because they construct the environment in which people make decisions
(Thaler & Sunstein, 2009). According to Sunstein and Thaler (2003, p. 1159) it is “both
possible and legitimate for private and public institutions to affect behavior while also
respecting freedom of choice”. These policymakers, such as tourism destination
managers, will likely be found at the destination level within an organization, such as a
DMO.
Tourism Context
In the last decades, the “main aim of the administration of the tourist sector at all
territorial levels has been the configuration of different quality and sustainable tourism
models” (Blancas et al., 2018, p. 1190). Some destinations are becoming more dependent
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on tourism as an economic driver for development and destination competitiveness
(Neufeld, 2020). In addition, prior to the 2019 pandemic, international tourism was
growing, new markets and destinations were emerging, and overtourism was becoming
more prevalent as destination carrying capacities were being reached. In 2013, The
Committee on Tourism and Competitiveness was established and identified the key
quantitative and qualitative factors for tourism competitiveness as (1) governance,
management, and market dynamics, and (2) destination appeal, attractors, products,
and supply. These attractor and growth aspects of competitiveness will be challenged in
this dissertation as it pertains to sustainability at the destination level within a tourism
context. This relationship between competitiveness and tourism is not surprising, as
tourism has historically been one of the fastest growing services in the modern world
with a staggering 1400 million tourists reported as of 2018 – a 50-fold increase from
1950 (Wendt, 2020). During the 1960s and 1970s research was beginning to examine the
relationships between tourist use and impacts, both biophysical and social. Tourism is
commonly defined as:
A social, cultural, and economic phenomenon which entails the movement of
people to countries or places outside their usual environment for personal or
business/professional purposes. These people are called visitors which may be
either tourists or excursionists; residents or non-residents and tourism has to do
with their activities, some of which involve tourism expenditure. (UNWTOa,
n.d.)
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Tourism can play a major role in the local – thus global – economy and has even
been viewed in the past as a sustainable strategy for economic recovery and growth
(Koens et al., 2018). In many studies, tourism has become a vital component of the
economy as shown in the creation of jobs, increased employment opportunities, higher
standard of living, potentiated development, and improved infrastructure; however,
tourism has been blamed for significant disturbances of social, cultural, and
environmental resources, including a higher cost of living, traffic congestion,
overcrowding, excessive development, crime, and reduced quality of life (Andereck et
al., 2016; Ap & Crompton, 1993; McCool & Martin, 1994; Moraru et al., 2021; Ryan &
Montgomery, 1994). The multi-faceted phenomenon of tourism has thus sparked interest
from governments at all levels, destination managers, entrepreneurs, and researchers from
various disciplines.
Although many different types of tourism exist (e.g., adventure, wildlife,
marijuana, geriatric, Halal, cultural, ecotourism, gastronomic, recreational), at its core,
tourism is supply and demand oriented (Dilmonov, 2020). As the demand for tourism
increases so does the possibility of adverse effects and outcomes. While economists and
managers of destinations often consider high visitor numbers and increased spending as a
good thing in policy terms, economic measures can be inadequate in measuring
environmental and social effects on communities (Hall, 2010). According to Butler’s
popularized destination life cycle, an increase in the number of tourists over time implies
a general reduction in overall quality and attractiveness of destinations after capacity
levels are reached. In fact, many of the attractions, facilities, services, and infrastructure
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primarily built for local use suffer under increasing tourist numbers (Koens et al., 2018).
As highlighted by Smith (2001), individuals in the 1980s questioned whether tourism was
a blessing or blight – a question still relevant today as tourism continues to be “addicted
to growth” (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2018). The United Nations’ (United Nations World
Tourism Organizationa (n.d.).) definition of tourism consumption, as “the amount paid
for the acquisition of consumption goods and services, as well as valuables, for own use
or to give away, for and during tourism trips including expenditures by visitors
themselves, as well as expenses that are paid for or reimbursed by others” – the same
formal definition as tourism expenditure. In the case of tourism, there are two different
types of consumption according to Hall (2010, p. 298): (1) the socio-economic dimension
in which tourism is part of economic, cultural and lifestyle concerns that center on
economic, sodal and mobility capital, and (2) the extent to which tourism consumes the
non-human environment, what may be referred to as natural or ecological capital.
Assessments of consumption can be subjective or objective in form at the destination
level. A tourism destination is defined as:
A physical space with or without administrative and/or analytical boundaries in
which a visitor can spend an overnight. It is the cluster (co-location) of products
and services, and of activities and experiences along the tourism value chain and a
basic unit of analysis of tourism. A destination incorporates various stakeholders
and can network to form larger destinations. It is also intangible with its image
and identity which may influence its market competitiveness. (World Tourism
Organization, 2019, p. 14)

59

The tourist industry has become aware of the consequences of unplanned tourism
(Turk & Yarahmadi, 2019; Roy, 2020; Shende et al., 2015), and it depends on clean
physical surroundings, protected environments, and the distinctive cultural patterns of
local communities. As more and more people are crowding into the same spaces, the
consequences to overcrowding contribute to the backlash towards tourism, which has
developed slowly over the last several decades at the destination level.
Destination Competitiveness and Destination Management
Many factors (e.g., indicators, scales, dimensions, objectives) have to be
considered when determining which city is better than another (Munda, 2005). The
explicit assumption in the destination competitiveness literature is that more competitive
destinations will attract more visitors which will lead visitors to spend more money in the
destination, thus increasing GDP and economic growth in the destination which means
higher economic welfare for the local population (Webster & Ivanov, 2014). Destination
competitiveness literature is well-established, however, there are some “inconsistencies
over its definition, measurement, and its legitimacy as a topic of research” (Novais et al.,
2018, p. 324). The United Nations World Tourism Organization (United Nations World
Tourism Organizationc, n.d.) defines competitiveness of a tourism destination as the
following:
The competitiveness of a tourism destination is the ability of the destination to use
its natural, cultural, human, man-made and capital resources efficiently to
develop and deliver quality, innovative, ethical and attractive tourism products
and services in order to achieve a sustainable growth within its overall vision and
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strategic goals, increase the added value of the tourism sector, improve and
diversify its market components and optimize its attractiveness and benefits both
for visitors and the local community in a sustainable perspective. (p. 26)
The most widely used model for destination competitiveness is illustrated by Crouch and
Ritchie (1999). Similar models exist with varying indicators (e.g., Dwyer and Kim’s 2003
model, or Heath’s 2003 model). While sustainability has been empirically proven to be a
crucial determinant of a tourism destination’s competitiveness (Cucculelli & Goffi,
2016), there are some inconsistencies in regard to the application of sustainability. For
example, although Crouch and Ritchie (1999) seek to “preserve the natural capital of the
destination for future generations” (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003, p. 2), but simultaneously
considers visitor accessibility to natural areas and other supporting infrastructure as
“fundamental for a successful tourism industry” (p. 148). These contradictions are best
exemplified when examining the indicators of various destination competitiveness
models. For example, as shown in Table 2.1, Dwyer and Kim (2003) consider “unspoiled
nature” and adequate “infrastructure to meet visitor needs” as competitiveness indicators.
This dissertation will argue that certain indicators, such as meeting the needs of visitors
rather than prioritizing nature will not lead to true long-term sustainability – calling for a
need to re-evaluate all models through a degrowth lens.
Table 2.1
Examples of relevant destination competitiveness indicators as identified by Dwyer and
Kim (2003) that represent a contradicting model for achieving true sustainability if
examined using a degrowth framework.
Endowed Resources

Unspoiled Nature
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Created Resources

Airport Efficiency/Quality

General
Infrastructure

Adequacy of infrastructure to meet visitor needs

Accessibility of
Destination

Distance/flying time to destination from key origins; direct/indirect
flights to destination; ease/cost of obtaining entry visa; ease of
combining travel to destination with travel to other destinations;
frequency/capacity of access transport to destination

Thus, this dissertation argues that making a destination more accessible and creating
infrastructure based on consumer demands rather than the prioritization of ecological
limits is one of the primary reasons for the acceleration into an environmental crisis. In
determining if the concept of sustainability is truly sustainable, destination
competitiveness should not only recognize the “achievement of equitable returns-on
resources utilized to satisfy all stakeholders,” but also the “sustainability of local
resources for ensuring the maintenance of long-term success” (Buhalis, 2000, p. 9).
Although some scholars may agree with Bahar and Kozak (2007, p. 62) that the
“most competitive destination in the long term is the one which creates well-being for its
residents,” there is potential for the human race to not exist at all if environmental limits
continue to be ignored – thus arguing that the most competitive destination overall may
instead be the one which prioritizes environmental needs over people (i.e. residents or
tourist) demands. While there is a connection between destination competitiveness and
the enhanced well-being and prosperity of destination residents, it is “crucial to give more
attention to the limits of a destination in terms of not only the physical resources but also
the destination's identity and wellbeing” (Novais et al., 2018, p. 332). Webster and
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Ivanov (2014), after studying the competitiveness of 131 countries, found that destination
competitiveness has no statistically significant impact on tourism's contribution to
economic growth. This is interesting because all existing destination competitiveness
models until now highly value growth. The authors suggest future research should
examine the social democratic policies of a destination to determine capital controls,
leakages, and welfare of the local population, in response to the increasingly popular
liberal economic doctrine (Webster & Ivanov, 2014). Although destination
competitiveness may attract more tourists to an area, Webster and Ivanov (2014)
acknowledge that destination competitiveness may not be worth the investment if the
local population is not benefiting as much from tourism development. This is particularly
of interest to this dissertation, as this research seeks to examine how tourism destination
managers perceive competitiveness and its potential impact in the long-term
sustainability for a destination.
Overtourism
After the 2008 economic crisis, tourism rapidly and unevenly expanded in an
effort to stimulate the economic recovery. This growth was coupled with the social
discontent of overtourism (Fletcher et al., 2019, p. 1745). Although there are varying
definitions for the term overtourism, this dissertation adopted Kohl’s (2019, p. 224)
interpretation of overtourism defined as “a capacity problem (not enough rangers,
maintenance backlog, budget cuts), population problem (too many visitors), or a cultural
or behavioral problem (people love their parks to death).” The term overtourism itself
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remains difficult to operationalize because it has yet to be clearly defined, has multiple
interpretations, and is considered a fuzzy concept as illustrated in Table 2.2.
Table 2.2
The table shows varying definitions in literature for the term overtourism.
Author(s) and Year

Definition

Richardson (2017)

Any destination suffering the strain of tourism

Goodwin (2017)

Overtourism describes destinations where hosts or guests, locals
or visitors, feel that there are too many visitors and that the
quality of life in the area, or the quality of the experience has
deteriorated unacceptably – opposite of Responsible Tourism

Alexis (2017)

Undermanagement of tourism

United Nations World
Tourism Organization
(2018)

The impact of tourism on a destination, or parts thereof, that
excessively influences perceived quality of life of citizens and/or
quality of visitors’ experiences in a negative way

Koens et al. (2018)

The issue it describes – an excessive negative impact of tourism
on the host communities and/or natural environment

Keshavarz & Jamshidi
(2018)

Over-tourism can also be more quantitatively defined in terms of
the carrying capacity, suggesting the maximum limit to tourism
development

Peeters et al. (2018)

Impact of tourism exceeds physical, ecological, social,
economic, psychological, and/or political capacity thresholds

Kohl (2019)

Overtourism can be defined as a capacity problem (not enough
rangers, maintenance backlog, budget cuts), population problem
(too many visitors), or a cultural or behavioral problem (people
love their parks to death)

Overtourism can be perceived as too many people, too little capacity/resources, or
too much tourism development. The term overtourism emerged on social media platforms
in 2012 and was first identified in academic literature by Richardson (2017). Despite the

64

term’s popularity over the last decade and ease of marketability, the multitude of
definitions for overtourism has caused confusion in determining which strategies are best
to solve the ongoing challenge. Ultimately, overtourism may be considered complex and
messy (Kohl, 2019) because it recycles and repackages issues and ideas that have long
existed – similar to that of sustainability/sustainable development as a concept. But
overtourism has more implications than simply the management of larger groups of
people. For example, overtourism can lead to destinations reaching carrying capacities, or
the limits before unacceptable physical environment deterioration and hindrance of the
visitor experience (Getz, 1983; O’Reilly, 1986; McCool & Lime, 2001). Similar to
overtourism, over-carrying capacity in development is perceived as massive and overconcentrated development beyond its inherent limits (Oh et al., 2005).
Every tourist destination has a capacity for physical, economic, and social
structures. Capacities are characterized by a boundary of tolerance for a tourist
destination. Such boundaries indicate a verge of change which, if exceeded, results in
negative impacts. If boundaries are not passed, then the impacts of tourism can be termed
as positive. While many destination managers “suspect that recreational use of their areas
has exceeded carrying capacity, they have not yet established such carry capacities”
(Manning, 2013, p. 25). A destination’s carrying capacity is commonly used to better
understand the acceptable limits of change for an area. Definitions for the term continue
to evolve, but this dissertation adopts the following definition as outlined by Manning
(2013, p. 25): “The level and type of recreation use that can be accommodated in a park
or related area without violating standards for relevant indicator variables”.
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Relatedly, carrying capacity frameworks include Limits of Acceptable Change
(Stankey et al., 1985); Visitor Impact Management Framework (Graefe et al., 1990);
Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (National Park Service, 1997; Manning,
2001); Carrying Capacity Assessment Process (Shelby & Heberlein, 1986); and Visitor
Activity Management Process (Environment Canada and Park Service, 1991). In many
cases, planners and scientists have turned to the concept of carrying capacity as a suitable
tool for evaluating problems such as overtourism and determining management actions.
As environmental problems become more evident, practical approaches using carrying
capacity frameworks are needed to address the management of development (Oh et al.,
2005). Rahmani et al. (2015) further categorize carrying capacity into four different
types, as shown in Table 2.3: (1) physical, (2) perceptual, (3) social, and (4) economic.
Table 2.3
This table from Rahmani, et al. (2015, p. 811) shows the categorizations of carrying
capacity.
Physical

Actual and physical numbers, capacity, and volume without considering the
ecosystem performance and includes part of a region beyond which
environmental changes, disorders or issues occur

Perceptual

Least degree of desirability and pleasure the users of a developed region are
prepared to accept before embarking on finding another alternative for the same
usage

Social

Tolerance level of the host population in a developing region to bear the presence
and behavior of new users and/or the degree to which they are prepared to accept
the congestion of new users

Economic

Ability to accept and attract new development activities without displacement or
disturbance of desirable local uses and activities. In the methodology devised by
International Union for Conservation of Nature to estimate natural habitat
carrying capacity for tourism purposes, three carrying capacities are addressed
including physical carrying capacity, real carrying capacity, and effective
carrying capacity.
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Carrying capacity is an evolving, dynamic concept, but, ultimately, the idea is to find the
acceptable number of tourists who could visit without serious negative consequences.
Selecting the appropriate approach to a carrying capacity issue can be difficult
considering each destination has its own set of priorities to consider, such as
socioeconomic conditions, dominant rules and values, management goals and public
understanding of the importance of ecosystem and natural resources preservation.
Although most frameworks and models for carrying capacity are primarily applied to
rural settings, there is an urban carrying capacity that consists of two systems: the natural
system and man-made system of a given urban area, which could meet the human
demands and retain within a limit for urban development (Su et al., 2019). These carrying
capacity planning frameworks have been established and tested in a variety of situations
and can be helpful in the decision-making process for destination managers. Despite the
range of options for carrying capacity frameworks, some research suggests carrying
capacity may be inadequate and not be the best approach for addressing various impacts
(e.g., Lindberg & McCool, 1998; McCool & Lime, 2001).
Similar to the field of parks and outdoor recreation (e.g., U.S. National Park
Service policies require management plans for all units of the national park system to
address carrying capacity), the tourism industry can incorporate carrying capacity in an
effort to control tourism growth (Manning, 2013; Coccossis & Mexa, 2017). The
question surrounding how much tourism is acceptable in a destination would thus become
a central policy issue. In order to track changes in conditions of an area so that progress
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towards achieving and maintaining desired conditions can be assessed, indicators are
used as a specific resource or experiential attributes (Interagency Visitor Use
Management Council, 2020). Although evolving definitions for the term carrying
capacity exist, there is a “commonality between them: maximizing and optimizing in
order to achieve an acceptable limit of change (LAC) in thresholds and indicators of the
impact” (Rahmani et al., 2015, p. 810).
The large and growing number of people using the same physical space –
regardless for tourism or not – can lead to congestion, crowdedness, pressure on
infrastructure, and pollution. According to Koens et al. (2018, p. 8), however, it is “often
impossible to determine whether disturbance is caused by a resident or a tourist.”
Regardless, anti-tourism sentiments have pushed for policy suggestions to include the
evaluation of capacity indicators, regulation of traffic and tourist behavior, and the
management of disturbance caused by tourist groups.
Due to the increasingly vocal protests from residents and local stakeholders
dealing with tourism growth, Koens et al. (2018, p. 9) suggests that overtourism no
longer be perceived as a tourism problem or as an urban problem, but rather as a social
problem within a city context. Timur and Getz (2009) argue, however, that potential
negative outcomes due to increased tourist numbers and consumption should not keep
cities from developing tourism; rather, they should be informative in the strategic
planning of sustainable tourism policy. In an effort to combat tourism problems and
preserve the livability of locals, places like Venice and Amsterdam are examples of
countries employing bold policies. Such strategies mostly include fines, bans,
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moratoriums, improved traffic flow and safety, site restrictions, and demarketing.
Deciding how much tourism is acceptable for any area, or tourism carrying capacity, is
not a new concept; in fact, it has been around since the 1960s, influenced by work such as
Hardin’s (1968) tragedy of the commons. This theory emphasizes that benefits to
overconsumption only last for the short-term, and during this same time research began
exploring the relationships between tourist use and biophysical, biological, and social
impacts (Raju et al., 2019).
Sustainable Tourism Development
Many solutions to rethinking tourism problems have been proposed from
reconceptualizing sustainable tourism from an ecological economics perspective (Hall,
2010) to redefining tourism altogether in order to re-focus the rights of local communities
above the rights of tourists (Higgins-Desbiolles et al., 2019). Despite tourism studies
showing a growing interest in sustainability since the late 1980s, Hall (2010) argues
tourism is less sustainable now than ever. Although sustainability has been a prominent
subject for several decades, achieving sustainability remains as elusive as ever, including
from the supply-side of tourism development and destination management. The increased
interest in the sustainability of tourism development initiatives specifically, however, has
triggered expanding concerns about the capability and capacity of tourism areas.
Sustainable tourism development takes full account of its current and future
economic, social, and environmental impacts, addressing the needs of visitors, the
industry, the environment, and host communities (United Nation Tourism Organizationb,
n.d.). The primary objective of sustainable tourism development is concerned with the
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enhancement of the welfare of those affected by it through the increase in economic
opportunity, the preservation of the local community’s cultural and natural heritage, and
the enhancement of quality of life (McCool & Lime, 2001). To ensure sustainable
development of the tourism industry, it is suggested that involvement of the host
community is absolutely necessary (Abdollahzadeh & Sharifzadeh, 2014). Therefore,
sustainable tourism practices could improve the relationships between the tourism
industry, visitors, the environment, and host communities (Bramwell &
Lane, 1993; Craik, 1995; Faulkner & Tideswell, 1997; Stabler & Goodall, 1997).
Although sustainable tourism can be considered a “success given the concept’s diffusion
among industry, government, academics and policy actors,” it is also simultaneously
perceived as “a policy failure given the continued growth in the environmental impacts of
tourism in absolute terms” (Hall, 2011, p. 649).
Thus, tourism relies on the planning and management of resources, even in large
cities, to prevent serious damage to the resource base of a destination (World Travel and
Tourism Council et al., 1995). Large cities are argued to be “the most important type of
tourist destinations'' (Law, 2002, p. 1), as the majority of traveling occurs in cities
(Ashworth & Page, 2011). The world’s population is increasingly urbanizing, as most of
the world continues to live in urban areas (Ashworth & Page, 2011). Urbanization can
cause pressures on a city’s carrying capability, and similar to overtourism, can lead to
urban problems, such as traffic congestion, housing shortage, unaffordable housing
costs, crowded streets, degraded environments, air and water pollution, increasing
demands for waste disposal, social conflicts, polarized wealth distribution, and
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community severance (Abernethy, 2001; Button, 2002; Heikkila & Xu, 2013; Oh et al.,
2005; Rengasamy, 2009; Wang, 2013; Wong et al., 2006). In an effort to service larger
amounts of people within existing infrastructures, overdevelopment and
overconcentration can occur. Policy actions are required to consider wider city usage;
however, tourism’s ability to influence a destination’s place image entices many city
planners to make tourism development an important part of policy (Law, 2002). Urban
areas, however, are not exempt to similar challenges other environments experience, such
as protection of the environment, conservation of heritage, preservation of social fabric
and cultural values, and maintenance of a desired quality of life for residents (Dodds &
Joppe, 2003). Ultimately, Goodwin (2017) acknowledges one of the primary challenges
for destinations as managing and protecting an area’s resources as more tourists continue
to visit the same spaces.
Degrowing Tourism
Tourism’s role as a development tool has increased over the past several decades,
but tourism studies have historically explored new alternative pathways to economic
development that minimize negative externalities for destinations (Hall 2009).
Specifically, these alternatives seek to address the environmental, social, and economic
consequences of conventional mass tourism. Academically, alternatives began to emerge
in tourism studies around the late 1970s, there is a “much longer history of concern with
inappropriate or unwanted tourism growth and the changes it can bring to destinations
dating back to the beginning of industrial tourism and arguably even longer” (Hall, 2009,
p. 46). The discovery of sustainability in the late 80s quickly became a significant sub-
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field of tourism studies with dedicated journals, books, research articles, and meetings.
Academic and policy discourses have had direct influence on the interest in finding
alternatives to mainstream or inappropriate forms of tourism development (Hall, 2009).
For example, influential works, such as De Kadt's (1979) and the WCED (Brundtland)
report of 1987, contributed to the wider discussion of modernization, overdevelopment,
and the overall role of tourism in economic development.
As the concept of sustainable tourism grew from the early 1990s so did
discussions surrounding environmental concerns in the context of impact assessment,
ecotourism, nature-based tourism, and changes for the sake of climate change (Gossling
& Hall, 2006; Hall, 2009). Sustainable efforts, especially in urban communities, support
change; however, sustainable tourism is perceived as ambiguous and therefore few
quantifiable measures have been useful in determining true sustainability. Thus, Hall
(2009) proposes instead that “the contribution of tourism to sustainable development
should be understood in the context of degrowth processes that offer an alternative
discourse to the economism paradigm that reifies economic growth in terms of GDP”
(Hall, 2009, p. 46). Degrowth strives to achieve a steady state understanding of
sustainability between efficiency and sufficiency in terms of the natural capital and
ecological resources on which economic throughput is based (Hall, 2009). Steady state
tourism is therefore defined by Hall (2009, p. 46) as a “tourism system that encourages
qualitative development but not aggregate quantitative growth that unsustainably reduces
natural capital.” Degrowth as a concept has only recently entered the tourism discourse in
the last few years. Andriotis (2018) defined degrowth specifically in a tourism context as:
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The voluntary transition from one state to another that calls to re(build)
destinations and local economies in a way in which the exploitation of resources,
the direction of consumption and production, institutional changes and the
orientation of technological development are minimal, controlled and in harmony
with the environment. It involves people whose use of personal time enhances the
richness of the experience through traveling less, more slowly and using low
carbon transport, and at the same time supporting the environment and the local
economy and exploring the local culture. Degrowth has as an end goal to
distribute equally the benefits of any tourism initiative for all stakeholders
involved (Andriotis, 2018, p. 108).
Degrowth is based on an “ideology of opposition to conventional mass tourism
and prevention of the exploitation of the local community” (Andriotis, 2018, p. 14).
Degrowth activists would likely cringe at the thought of environmental needs having to
compete for value amongst the needs of visitors, the industry, and the host communities.
In the words of Pigram, “ecological determinism alone is no more defensible than
economic determinism” (1990, p. 6). The degrowth discourse, among others, argue that
there are clear absolute limits to growth and development set by the planet. Thus,
destinations using a degrowth framework would reject standardized services,
commoditized tourism products or western travel amenities. While modern day tourism
travel is more efficient and affordable, Andriotis (2018, p. 1) notes that early travelers
used “low-carbon means of transport (horses and carriages) and basic amenities – and
paid high attention to the travel experience and education abroad.” Twentieth century
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technological advances led to the development of air transport, and even space tourism
(Gierczak, 2011, p. 275). Preventing people from traveling altogether is not a viable
solution, as it only creates political problems, and consumption and pollution would
simply continue elsewhere.
In the very few cases where active policies have pursued controlling growth in
tourism, “the emphasis is still on short-term management of pressing and urgent critical
problems, with a priority on costly infrastructure investments and less on managing the
causes of these problems often rooted in growth patterns” (Coccossis & Mexa, 2017, para
2). After conducting a degrowth analysis from 2014-2019, Valdivielso and Moranta
(2019, p. 1876) identified two different approaches to tourism degrowth: (1) tourism
degrowth has been used by socio-environmental platforms as a byword for
detourisfication (process of lessening tourism impacts) and the politicization of the
hegemonic consensus on tourism, and (2) degrowth has been adopted as a green washing
rhetoric in order to justify public policies aimed at tourist decongestion through
deseasonalizing, while promoting tourism expansion. Although seen as a solution to
overtourism, tourism pressures, and even gentrification, tourism degrowth has also
“helped new democratic political subjects to coalesce and organize in civil society”
(Valdivielso & Moranta, p. 1876). But Panzer-Krause (2019) warns degrowth strategists
to represent prominently as key actors of communication and joint activities in the longterm” in an effort to “realize a clear shift away from business as usual” (p. 927).
Global Pandemic
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The same sentiment has been echoing for at least the last decade – “an anxious
awareness that present social and economic arrangements simply cannot be sustained,
and that before long some kind of cataclysmic event must and will trigger major change”
(Blühdorn, 2017, p. 42). The world is still dealing with the implications of the
Coronavirus (COVID-19) global pandemic (World Health Organization, 2020), which is
considered one of the most impactful disasters of the 21st century. Because sustainable
development goal number three is focused on ensuring healthy lives and promoting wellbeing for everyone, it is important to discuss the impact of the COVID-19 global
pandemic on tourism and specifically the potential opportunity for an alternative of
tourism to be implemented in a post-covid era. The United Nations (n.d.) described
various implications due to the pandemic on each of their SDGs; however, only
implications for SDGs (3), (8), (11), and (12) are shown in Table 2.4 due to the focus of
this dissertation. According to the United Nations (n.d.), the global economic growth was
slowing down before COVID-19 with 1.5% GDP Per Capita growth (2019) compared to
2% GDP Per Capita Growth (2010-2018). GDP per capita was already expected to
decline by 4.2% in 2020, but the pandemic ultimately threw the world into the worst
economic recession since the great recession. In early April 2020, daily global CO2
emissions decreased by –17% compared with the mean 2019 levels (Benjamin et al.,
2020).
In the United States, greenhouse gas emissions declined the greatest within the
transport sector because people traveled less by car or plane. However, atmospheric
carbon dioxide (CO2) concentrations swelled to 418 parts per million during the
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pandemic – the highest recorded in human history (Resilience, 2020b) – as emissions
essentially just moved home during government lockdowns and stay-at-home orders.
Scientists urge that to avoid irreversible social and ecological catastrophe of
unfathomable proportions, global emissions need to fall by at least 7.6 percent a year,
every year, for the next three decades, and developed countries must achieve full
decarbonization as soon as 2035 (Anderson et al., 2020; Resilience, 2020b). Despite a
drop of more than 8% in the first four months of the year, Tollefson (2020) predicted a Vshape recovery in that emissions will continue rising sharply as government lockdowns
end and 2021 looks to get back to business as usual. Historically, the 2008 economic
recessions taught everyone that emissions can recover to the prior levels relatively
quickly. Thus, COVID-19 should be viewed as a crisis within a broader ecological crisis.
Table 2.4
COVID-19 implications on sustainable development goals (3), (8), (11), and (12).
SDG
(3) Ensure healthy lives
and promote well-being
for all at all ages

Before Covid-19
Progress in many health
areas continued, but needed
acceleration (tuberculosis,
child health, maternal health,
HIV, & immunizations); in
2017, less than half of the
global population is covered
by essential health services
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COVID-19 Implications
Pandemic has interrupted
childhood immunization
programs in around 70
countries; illness and deaths
from communicable diseases
will spike; service cancellations
will lead to 100% increase in
malaria deaths in sub-Saharan
Africa; healthcare disruptions
could reverse decades of
improvements; hundreds of
thousands of additional under 5
deaths may be expected

(8) Promote sustained,
inclusive, and sustainable
economic growth, full and
productive employment,
and decent work for all

Global economic growth was
slowing down: 2.0% GDP
per capita growth (20102018) versus 1.5% GDP per
capita growth (2019)

(11) Developing
sustainable cities and
communities

Share of urban population
living in slums rose to 24%
in 2018, and air pollution
caused 4.2 million premature
deaths in 2016

(12) Ensure sustainable
consumption and
production

The world continues to use
natural resources
unsustainable: (1) Global
Material Footprint in 2017
was 85.9 billion); (2)
Electric waste grew by 38%
from 2010-2019, but less
than 20% is recycled; (3)
Rising fossil fuel subsidies
($427 billion in 2018) are
contributing to the climate
crisis

World faces the worst economic
recession since the great
depression (GDP per capita
expected to decline 4.2% in
2020; at least 400 million job
loss equivalent); during
pandemic, 1.6 billion workers in
the informal economy risk
losing their livelihoods; tourism
specifically facing
unprecedented challenges
(international tourist arrivals
decrease by the millions)
Over 90% of COVID-19 cases
are in urban areas

Pandemic offers opportunity to
develop recovery plans that
builds a more sustainable
future: 79 countries and the
European Union reported at
least one policy to promote
sustainable consumption and
production (2017 to 2019)

The virus has had a highly damaging effect on tourism specifically, forcing travelrelated businesses around the world to lay off employees and close temporarily if not for
good (Benjamin et al., 2020). Job loss in tourism was predicted to be as much as 50
million jobs worldwide (World Travel and Tourism Council, 2020). Thus, the industry
faced unprecedented challenges, as seen in the massive decline in international tourist
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arrivals. Although on the surface it appears COVID-19 is creating a crisis for tourism, it
is important to note that the pandemic is only exposing crises and tensions that have
historically existed in the industry (Benjamin et al., 2020). Ongoing mass job loss
magnifies the vulnerabilities and injustices long facing tourism workers in the form of
low wages, lack of benefits and right-on-time labor practices (Baum et al., 2016a,b).
Benjamin et al (2020) envision a resilient post-pandemic tourism as more equitable
(making specific changes in practices and decisions at multiple levels with a wider ethical
framework) and just “in terms of how it operates, its effects on people and place, and how
we as scholars teach, study and publicly engage the travel industry – particularly in
preparing its current and future leaders” (p. 476).
Scholars have not only challenged consumerism and the capitalistic lens that has
contributed to mass growth across the touristic landscape, but they have also pushed for a
new tourism system that “fosters sustainable and equitable growth – which, in turn, slows
down our ways of consuming the world around us – transforming our value and
experiences of what tourism is and should be.” (Benjamin et al., 2020, p. 476). This
sparks the question about how growth-driven societies adapt to economic recession, postpandemic society, resource depletion, or population loss. Involuntary declines, however,
are not degrowth in themselves, and countries in recession or depression are not degrowth
experiments, unless communities make a virtue out of necessity, building low impact
livelihoods that enhance well-being and equality. Although there are plenty of studies on
the social and economic effects of recessions, there are fewer studies of how societies
adapt to them. The question, therefore, becomes whether societies will change, and
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whether governments will adopt low-carbon energy agendas. Government actions and
economic incentives post-crisis will likely influence the global CO2 emissions path for
future decades.
Just as more aggressive protocols were implemented for previous crises (e.g., 9/11
terrorist attack of 2001 and the financial recession of 2008), the future of tourism
management needs readjustment (Carbone, 2020). There is no denying that as human
mobility has decreased, climate and ecosystems have seen improvements (e.g., clearer
skies in China and dolphin sightings in cleaner Venice channels) (Carbone, 2020). Even
celebrities, including celebrities Mick Jagger and Tilda Swinton, have written letters to
the Italian government in a plea for Venice not to return to how it was before the
pandemic in order to prevent the invasion of millions of day trippers and the morphing of
canals becoming theme parks like Disneyland (Willan, 2021). Carbone (2020) suggests
the re-imagining of tourism, or Tourism 5.0, which is more human centered and less
economically focused in an effort to promote sustainability, human development, and
peace. In many ways, the adoption of an alternative to traditional tourism development in
a post-Covid era, such as degrowth, may be the appropriate solution to achieving a more
sustainable future for tourism and humanity in the United States. In this regard, Pardo and
Ladeiras (2020) acknowledge that not only does overtourism need to be addressed at the
destination level moving forward, but also the awareness of the environment – which is a
primary goal of degrowth. Pardo and Ladeiras (2020) found it clear that “when human
activity stops, nature revives, and the environment automatically improves. In view of
this, new tourism models should assure the lowest impact possible on the environment”
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(p.675). Given the primary need to protect the environment in a tourism context at the
destination level, degrowth is increasingly being viewed as a solution to achieve
sustainability at all its levels (D'Alisa et al., 2015; Hueting, 2010; Martínez-Alier et al.,
2010; Schneider et al., 2010).
Literature Review Conclusion
The current capitalistic climate of the U.S. economy has been praised for helping
some people out of poverty, and simultaneously blamed for its negative outcomes (e.g.,
Burkitt, 2019; Buchholz, 2013; Harriss-White, 2006; Navarro, 2007; Smith, 2010; Vidal,
2019). Consumerism, modernization, and globalization have each contributed to the
current era of rapid economic growth. Growth can be considered ecologically
unsustainable and without limits (D’Alisa et al., 2015; Meadows et al., 2004). It is argued
that economies can be stabilized without growth if basic monetary, fiscal, labor, and
welfare institutions are transformed (see Kallis et al., 2018). And although environmental
reform has been pushed since the 1970s, people tend to not like the government intruding
into their personal area of responsibility, despite perhaps needing to make a behavior
change, particularly if a person’s behavior has consequences for other people (Vlaev et
al., 2016). This can become especially challenging when DMOs are tasked with
managing residents and/or visitors of a destination. For numerous reasons, Hall (2010)
argues tourism is less sustainable now than ever, despite tourism studies showing a
growing interest in sustainability since the late 1980s. Degrowth as a solution to tourism
problems has only recently breached tourism studies, and the global pandemic has
provided an especially unique curveball for DMOs to navigate moving forward.
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CHAPTER THREE
Managing destinations amidst a health crisis: Perspectives, priorities, and responsibilities
of destination managers across the U.S.
ABSTRACT
As the world continues to recover from the implications of the COVID-19
pandemic, deemed a health crisis, the common question amidst the lockdown and travel
restrictions was: “When can we go back to normal?” Although the crisis was devastating
for many, a crisis has the potential for new social imaginaries and subjectivities to
emerge (Castoriadis, 1987). Many scholars considered the pause and restrictions in travel
during the COVID-19 pandemic as an opportunity for destinations to reset and address
ecological injustices (Brouder, 2020; Higgins-Desbiolles, 2020; Ioannides & Gyimóthy,
2020; Nepal, 2020; Romagosa, 2020). Specifically, there is a call to build a more
equitable, more sustainable, and healthier future in which destinations adopt solutions to
address the effects of a warming and fractured planet (Wheeler, 2021). Gössling et al.
(2020, p. 15) suggested destinations will either use the pause in travel as an opportunity
to transform their management and policy strategies to be more aligned with sustainable
agendas, or rush back to “business as usual” when the crisis ends. Thus, this paper seeks
to explore the following research questions: How has destination management been
impacted by the global COVID-19 pandemic? Has COVID-19 been ‘the event’ that paves
way for substantial changes in policy within destination management resulting in longterm environmental benefits? Destination managers across the U.S. were interviewed to
capture their perspectives on managing a destination amidst a health crisis. Findings
include: (1) rather than a “pause in travel” as suggested by scholars, destination managers
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alternatively experienced a “shift in travel” to outdoor recreation – including a shift away
from traditional marketing efforts, (2) none of the destination managers reported the
COVID-19 pandemic as an opportunity to transform sustainable policy within destination
management, and lastly (3) the responsibilities, perspectives, and priorities of destination
managers remain dominantly pro-growth with a strong intent to return to pre-pandemic
growth levels as soon as possible (business as usual). This qualitative study highlights the
primary responsibilities of destination managers, how they measure success, and the top
priorities for their destinations currently and beyond COVID-19. The research concludes
that destination managers of DMOs across the country experience diversity and a depth
of challenges at play in destination management; however, there is a call for DMOs to
reexamine their marketing and management values as 86% of destination managers
reported a negative impact on their destination’s environment during the COVID-19
pandemic.
Keywords: Destination Management, Destination Marketing, Pandemic, COVID-19
Impact, Sustainability
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Introduction
The United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO, 2021) deemed the
year 2020 the worst year in tourism as destinations continue to recover from the shock of
the SARS-Co-V-2 or COVID-19 pandemic health crisis. To put the crisis in perspective,
there were one billion fewer international arrivals (a drop of 74%) in 2020 – this
compares to only a 4% decline recorded during the 2008/2009 global economic crisis
(UNWTO, 2021). An analysis by Tourism Economics (2021) reported United States
(U.S.) travel spending totaled a mere $679 billion in 2020 – an unprecedented 42%
annual decline (nearly $500 billion) from 2019. All sectors of the travel and tourism
industry – airlines, accommodations, meetings, entertainment, sporting events,
restaurants, cruises, etc. – were impacted by the spread of COVID-19. Not only did the
COVID-19 pandemic create awareness for the economic value of the tourism industry,
but it also shows the reliance of communities on the tourism sector (Streimikiene et al.,
2021).
While domestic tourism partially drives the recovery of destinations across the
globe (UNWTO, n.d.), the tourism industry is no stranger to adversity, uncertainty, or
crises. As an economic sector, tourism has shown resilience and an ability to recover
back to business as usual, however, many scholars have cautioned the return to normal
growth levels in the wake of COVID-19 (Brouder, 2020; Higgins-Desbiolles, 2020;
Ioannides & Gyimóthy, 2020; Nepal, 2020; Romagosa, 2020). Instead, they are
encouraging destinations to consider the disruption as a necessary transformative
opportunity to reform and repair the industry in meaningful ways (Benjamin et al., 2020).
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Specifically, there is a call to build a more equitable, more sustainable, and healthier
future (Wheeler, 2021) to address tourism’s long history of environmental devastation
(Cave & Dredge, 2020; Nepal & Saarinen, 2016) as well as mass tourism’s contributions
to climate change, overtourism, and declining employment and labor conditions.
Success of tourism within a destination has been historically measured by a
growth in numbers, however, scholars such as Gössling et al. (2016) and Hall (2015)
have cautioned tourism’s leading focus on growth as a measurement of success. The
relationship between economic growth and tourism, in particular, has continued to be
analyzed with the tourism-led growth hypothesis (TLGH) (see Perles-Ribes et al., 2017).
The TLGH directly derived from the export-led growth hypothesis that postulates
economic growth can be generated not only by increasing the amount of labor and capital
within an economy, but also by expanding exports (Brida et al., 2016). However,
conflicting issues can arise when entities want to remain competitive in a global market
while also attempting to target sustainable development goals (Streimikiene et al., 2021).
The UNWTO is an example of a supranational organization that is responsible for
advancing the sustainable development goals in their entirety, yet also represents a
growth advocacy platform (Gössling et al., 2016; Hall, 2019). Yet, the responsibility of
protecting the natural environment and limiting the negative environmental impacts often
falls on the local destination (Streimikiene et al., 2021). Thus, the magnitude of the
COVID-19 pandemic allows for all levels of the tourism industry to critically reconsider
tourism’s outdated growth model (Gössling et al., 2020).

84

Because the COVID-19 pandemic was deemed an “opportunity to transform”
(Gössling et al., 2020, p. 15), this study seeks to determine if the pandemic indeed
allowed destinations to make changes or steps towards a more sustainable future that is
greener, smarter, and less crowded, as predicted by tourism industry leaders (Glusac,
2020). Specifically, the research questions guiding this study include, (1) How has
destination management been impacted by the COVID-19?, and, (2) Has COVID-19 been
‘the event’ that paves way for substantial changes in policy within destination
management that could result in more sustainable tourism development?
To consider this, destination managers across the U.S. were interviewed to
capture the perspectives of tourism industry leaders who are knowledgeable about the
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on destinations and the policies that inform
destination management. The destination level is an ideal unit of analysis to examine,
along with the perspectives of destination managers as these organizations represent
leadership networks for the travel and tourism industry (Hristov & Zehrer, 2015). DMOs
hold power due to their resources, expertise, information, and clientele, as well as their
crucial role in achieving inter-stakeholder collaboration for developing shared tourism
policy (Timur & Getz, 2008). According to Formica & Kothari (2008), the global
economy, changing market demographics, and emerging technologies, force destination
managers to adopt and implement proactive strategies to survive the competitive tourism
environment.
Literature Review
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Global tourism has been exposed to several crises in the past (e.g., September 11
terrorist attacks in the U.S. [2001], the severe acute respiratory syndrome global outbreak
[2003], the global economic crisis [2008/2009], and the Middle East respiratory
syndrome outbreak in South Korea [2015]; see Lee et al. [2019] Shaikh [2000], SatherWagstaff [2016]; Shaw [2006], but none of them had a longer-term decline in the global
development of tourism than the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic (Gössling et al., 2020).
Masco (2017, p. 65) argues that “crisis has become a counterrevolutionary idiom in the
twenty-first century, a means of stabilizing an existing condition rather than minimizing
forms of violence across militarism, economy, and the environment.” In other words,
crisis may be considered a permanent condition since it is typically the effect of financial,
technological, militaristic, and political processes interacting with earth systems rather
than natural disasters.
Crisis oftentimes has a negative connotation; however, it can also be seen as an
opportunity for change or for something new to take shape. Furthermore, a crisis can be
full of promise and hope for prefiguring independent, non-hierarchical, and emancipatory
organizational practices (Dinerstein, 2015). Within tourism literature, crises have been
studied from the perspective of how to manage and survive them as a destination (e.g.,
De Sausmarez, 2007; Glaesser, 2006; Laws et al., 2007), but there is limited research that
explores how destinations prioritize and manage simultaneous crises. For example, in
addition to the health crisis, scholars have claimed the world is also simultaneously
experiencing an environmental crisis (e.g., Buell, 2009; Engström et al., 2020; Gare,
2006; Jena & Behera, 2017; Redclift, 2010).
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Demand for new normal
Many social and environmental activists insist on creating a new normal in which
the national goal is not going back to normal growth levels (e.g., transit, domestic flights,
international flights, restaurant bookings, foot traffic, web traffic, industrial production,
etc. as recorded by the U.S. Economic Activity Index) after the COVID-19 pandemic
(Ateljevic, 2020; Brouder et al., 2020). Specifically, the reimagined future includes
affordable housing, clean air, reduced production and consumption, collective well-being,
empowered people, sustainable transportation, etc. (Wheeler, 2021). To achieve such a
future there are several challenges that Wheeler (2021) suggests need to be addressed,
such as the climate crisis (Engström et al., 2020; Figueres & Rivett-Carnac, 2020) social
inequalities (Bodovski, 2019; Kantamneni, 2020), racial injustices (Baker et al., 2020;
Bell & Owens-Young, 2020), dysfunctional democracy (Coleman, 2020; James, 2000),
and unaffordable housing (Brown, 2018; Issa, 2010) – among other contemporary
challenges.
Impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic on the environment continue to be
documented. In the U.S., greenhouse gas emissions declined the greatest within the
transport sector because people traveled less by car or plane (see transport impacts
outlined in Abu-Rayash & Dincer, 2020). In early April 2020, daily global atmospheric
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions decreased by –17% compared with the mean 2019 levels
(Benjamin et al., 2020). Despite a drop of more than 8% in the first four months of 2020,
Tollefson (2020) predicted a V-shape recovery and a continuous sharp increase in
emissions as government lockdowns ended and economies took measures to return to
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business as usual. A V-shape prediction is also historically supported, as past recessions
showed society that emissions can recover to prior levels relatively quickly (Nahm, 2020;
Tollefson, 2020). However, atmospheric CO2 concentrations ultimately swelled to 419
parts per million– the highest recorded in human history (more than four million years) –
since economies are opening and people are resuming work and travel (National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration or NOAA, 2021). According to the NOAA’s Global
Monitoring Laboratory, 40 billion metric tons of CO2 pollution are added to the
atmosphere per year. To avoid catastrophic environmental damage, the NOAA (2021)
suggests the priority should be reducing CO2 pollution to zero as soon as possible. Thus,
the COVID-19 pandemic has been viewed as a health crisis that is happening within an
already existing broader ecological crisis (Nesmith, 2021).
Scientists urge to avoid irreversible social and ecological catastrophe of
unfathomable proportions, global emissions need to fall by at least 7.6 percent a year,
every year, for the next three decades, and developed countries must achieve full
decarbonization as soon as 2035 (Anderson et al., 2020; Resilience, 2020). Consequences
to the environment continued during the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., increased use of
disinfectants, increased production of nonbiodegradable waste, and water pollution),
which may have unidentified long-term effects on the environment (Poursadeqiyan et al.,
2020). Despite more than fifteen thousand scientists publicly concerned about the
planet’s condition and the lack of action from humanity(SkubałA, 2018), it is still unclear
whose responsibility it is to fight the environmental crisis. According to Gössling et al.
(2016) and Hall (2015), the planet’s future is largely impacted by the absolute impact of
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tourism and tourists. Despite the potential economic benefits of tourism, there is often
adverse and unmeasured environmental and social consequences (Archer et al., 2005).
The role of DMOs
A destination marketing/management organization (DMO) is a body, often
publicly funded, which is given responsibility for the overall management, planning, and
marketing activities within the boundaries of the destination (Pearce, 1992; Pike, 2004).
In this regard, a destination can be understood as “the physical space/geographic entities;
a cluster or network of suppliers; or additionally, as a network of suppliers activated by
visitors’ demands” (Laesser & Beritelli, 2013, p.47). Subsequently, a destination provides
tourism products and services consumed by tourists as part of the experience and is
managed by an organization such as a destination marketing/management organization
(Ali & Frew, 2014).
According to Ali and Frew (2014), DMOs fall under one of the following
categories: (1) continental DMO responsible for the management of tourism in a
continent defined for that purpose; (2) regional DMO also known as Regional Tourism
Organizations, responsible for the management of tourism in a geographic region defined
for that purpose; (3) national DMO also known as National Tourism Organizations,
responsible for management of tourism of a country; (4) local DMO, responsible for the
management of tourism based on a smaller geographic area or city/town; (5) local
attraction DMO responsible for the management of tourism based on an attraction or
local feature of a geographic area or city/town. Although DMOs do not always control
the destination’s stakeholders, they may have an influence in the tourism development of
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their destination. The importance of this is that the destination or regional levels of
management have been identified as areas with the right to make territorially and
regionally relevant decisions (Montvydaitė & Labanauskaitė, 2021).
The person(s) responsible for managing a destination is the destination manager
(Ali & Frew, 2014). Different classifications of destination managers exist outside of the
sphere of a DMO, and it is possible for destinations to function without the management
of DMOs (e.g., a Government Ministry, a local body, a public-private partnership, or
some other type of management arrangement can manage these destinations). Although
the specific institutional arrangements (policies, systems, and processes organizations use
to legislate, plan, and manage) may vary in countries, destinations that actively attract
tourists have some type of management structure such as a DMO (Ali, 2009; Werthner &
Klein, 1999). DMOs traditionally have an industrial framework in which tourism is
primarily valued as a tool for regional economic development, employment, and
investment (Dredge, 2016). In this framework, the policy challenge for governments is
based on how to grow markets, attract investment in product, and generate jobs.
According to Laesser and Beritelli (2013, p. 47) tourism destination management is the
“management process that aims to attract visitors and allocate time and money in a
specific geographic space (as defined by the visitors).” The tourism industry is
continuously praised for its benefits (e.g., e improvement of the city image and positive
economic impact) (Moraru et al., 2021) as well as criticized for its destructive, if not
violent, dimensions (e.g., enclosure and extraction, erasure and commodification,
“destructive creation,” (neo)colonialism) (Devine & Ojeda, 2017). Tourism destination
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management is complex and often driven by a wide range of forces in their internal and
external environments (Fyall & Garrod, 2019).
DMOs – from management to marketing
Despite challenges and complexities, DMOs have continued to evolve
significantly over the last four decades in practice and theory (Dredge, 2016; Pearce,
1989; Wang, 2011; Woodside & Sakai, 2009). Changes over time include the expansion
of global markets, increased fluidity of labor and resources, and improvement in both
access to products and the speed of transactions – resulting in hyper-consumption as a
key driver of production (Bauman, 2000; Dredge, 2016). As a result, policy is now more
about facilitating and enabling the interests of capitalism rather than direct involvement
in its development (Dredge, 2016). As capitalist accumulation and overtourism
challenges continue for DMOs, there is a growing need for destination marketing to
become destination management (Jainchill, n.d.). Borzyszkowski (2015) also presented
the need for a shift from a strictly marketing orientation into comprehensive management
of the destination in regard to national tourism organizations (NTOs), which play the role
of national destination management organizations. Similar to NTOs, whose primary role
is to promote a country as an international tourism destination and to increase visitor
arrival numbers for that country (Case, 2003), the travel and tourism industry tends to
focus on quantity (i.e., increasing numbers) rather than quality (Jainchill, n.d.). Because
success of tourism within a destination has historically been measured by a growth in
numbers, the magnitude of the COVID-19 pandemic and subsequent impact on the
economy and environment allows for a critical reconsideration of tourism’s outdated
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growth models (Gössling et al., 2020). However, the rejection of growth in tourism and
changing the way destination success is measured is still viewed as a brave act (Cater,
2010). Morgan (2012) highlighted the need for more mindful marketing and
management. As a case study, Dresser (2021) explored the shift of destination marketing
organizations in Northwest Montana from promotion to education to manage their influx
of tourists – in which Glacier Country’s (the eight counties surrounding Glacier National
Park) tourism was practically nonexistent, and now only 30 years later has seized
promotion to combat issues related to overtourism.
Morgan et al. (2011) and Morgan (2012) called for DMOs to re-orientate their
activities, to embrace social responsibility, stewardship, and sustainability, and argued
DMOs must build new alternative coalitions between civil society, government, and
business. Dredge (2016) has asked whether or not DMOs should even exist, or if it is
even possible to re-orientate the mission and activities of a DMO so that it can confront
future challenges. This study acknowledges that DMOs remain locked within an
industrial policy paradigm in which the policy tool is used to lead destination marketing
or coordinate and manage industry interests in a destination (Morrison, 2013; Pike &
Page, 2014; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003). Further it also recognizes the contrasting and
overlapping roles and responsibilities in the literature that exist for DMOs and the “range
of large scale, transcendental social, political and economic changes that affect where the
locus of control lies and power relations with respect to managing tourism” (Dredge,
2016, p. 348). Despite the complexities of destination management, DMOs may be
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headed towards a path of redundancy (as probed by Dredge, 2016) if the organizations
remain mostly economic centered rather than situated within the domain of sustainability.
The importance of considering DMOs with regard to crises in tourism, such as the
critical event of the COVID-19 pandemic, is that they serve as leadership networks for
the travel and tourism industry (Hristov & Zehrer, 2015) (e.g., an interface between
destination governance and corporate governance as explored by Pechlaner et al., 2012),
and they have the potential to spur gradual and substantial change. Studying DMOs for
the potential to direct policy change and enact more sustainable practice is critical
because this is where theory and formidably meets practice and what scholars have
started to probe (Avila-Robinson & Wakabayashi, 2018; Borzyszkowski, 2015; Dresser,
2021). This paper continues the debate by scholars about the future of DMOs –
particularly how they responded during the COVID-19 pandemic (deemed an opportunity
to reset or transform; see Higgens-Desbiolles, 2020) and how DMOs will evolve
henceforth (i.e., accepting the role and responsibility of not only promotion of the
destination, but also the management of the destination).
Methods
An exploratory, qualitative method with an interpretive phenomenographic
approach was used to surface the perspectives of destination managers regarding the
ways in which destination management has been affected by COVID-19 and whether this
critical event had been the transformative disrupter of the tourism industry that scholars
had suggested could result in more sustainable practices. As leaders within the tourism
industry, destination managers hold an important perspective and position that could
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actualize, or not actualize, change. As such, phenomenographic studies aim to identify
the different ways in which human beings perceive, understand, and experience the
phenomena (i.e., COVID-19 pandemic) in the world around them (Marton, 1981, 1992,
& 1994). Conceptions based on individual interviews are central, but the result is a
description on the collective level in the form of distinct descriptive categories that
capture variation among individuals (Marton, 1996; Marton & Booth, 1997). The
essential factor in phenomenography is the second-order perspective (or how something
is perceived) (Marton & Booth, 1997). This phenomenological design was chosen to
enable destination managers to describe experiences in their own words (Creswell &
Creswell, 2018).
Sampling
Destination managers for this study were recruited by targeting DMOs, across the
U.S. A collective profile was developed to further described the destination managers by
region, job responsibilities, background, years of experience, etc. To gain various
perspectives from across the country, this study interviewed destination managers from
each of the five regions of the United States (Southwest, Northeast, West, Midwest, and
Southeast; see Table 3.1). Although every state was not included in the sample, at least
75% of each region was represented in the study. For example, every state in the Midwest
region was not represented in the study, however, nine out of the possible 12 states in the
region were interviewed (75%). This ensured more than half of the sample for each
region was represented in the study with a total of 42 destination managers interviewed.
The states from which the DMOs reside are anonymous in the description of responses to
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protect the anonymity of the destination managers; however, the region of the DMO was
used as a descriptor for each participant. According to the categories of DMOs described
by Ali and Frew (2014), 40% of the sample identified as a regional DMO and 60% of the
sample identified as a local DMO.
Table 3.1
Regions used in this study as categorized by the National Geographic Society (2021),
according to their geographic position on the continent. Lightly shaded grey states had
one destination manager interviewed from the state, and darker shaded grey states had
two destination managers. The non-shaded states were not included in the sample
population.
Regions
(n=5)
SOUTHWEST
(n=4)
NORTHEAST
(n=9)
WEST (n=11)
MIDWEST
(n=12)
SOUTHEAST
(n=14)

STATES
AZ

NM

TX

OK

PA

NY

VT

ME

RI

CT

NJ

NH

MA

NV

MT

WY

ID

OR

CA

UT

CO

AK

WA

HI

ND

OH

NE

KS

MN

MI

MO

WI

IL

IN

SD

IA

LA

MD

VA

WV

KY

TN

NC

SC

GA

AL

FL

AR

DE

MS

A list of DMOs within each state was collected using a search engine to type in
keywords such as “DMO Arizona,” or “Destination Management Organizations in
Arizona,” to comprise a list of potential DMOs operating at various levels (e.g., state,
regional, local) in each state within each of the five regions. Once the list was compiled
for each state, specific DMOs were randomly selected to be contacted for participation.
Each potential DMO listed for each state was numbered and then a random selection
process ensured each DMO had an equal chance at being selected to participate in the
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study. If available for each state, at least two other DMOs were drawn as alternatives in
case the researcher could not reach the first selected DMO.
In total, 42 destination managers across the U.S. voluntarily participated in indepth, semi-structured interviews. Destination managers held supervisory positions such
as President/CEO, Vice President, or Director, and possessed extensive knowledge about
the destination, tourism within the destination, policies implemented at the destination
level, and impacts related to the COVID-19 pandemic. The interviews were conducted
via Zoom since most employees were teleworking during the COVID-19 pandemic stayat-home orders, and each interview lasted, on average, one hour and six minutes.
Interviews were then transcribed, and responses were recorded in MAXQDA software to
help organize the data.
Coding and analysis
Descriptive coding with selective thematic analysis (Auerbach & Silverstein,
2003; Boyatzis, 1998) was conducted to discover common patterns of meaning. Instead
of initially coding for themes based on theory or literature, the themes emerged naturally
as outcomes of the coding process (Saldaña, 2013). Themes are the fasteners, foci, or
threads around which a phenomenological (e.g., individuals’ lived experience during a
pandemic) approach is facilitated (Van Manen, 1990, p. 87). Analytic memo writing (see
Owen, 2014) was used to search for patterns and themes to help gain a deeper
understanding of the experiences and challenges associated with destination management.
The purpose of the memos was to move the codes toward more analytic thought.
According to Saldaña (2013), the purpose of analytic memo writing is to record and
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reflect on the coding process and choice of codes. This process helps to understand how
the process of inquiry is taking shape, emergent patterns, categories and subcategories,
themes, and concepts in the data (Owen, 2014). Examples of acceptable content for
analytic memos include “future directions, unanswered questions, frustrations with the
analysis, insightful connections, and anything about the researched and the researcher”
(Saldaña, 2013, pp. 32-33). Memos helped engage with the research materials, capture
researcher thoughts, develop ideas, and make comparisons and connections.
Standards of goodness
This study employed various approaches, such as triangulation and reflexivity, to
ensure the trustworthiness and reliability of the research. Multiple data sources and
perspectives were used to gain a holistic understanding of the impacts from the global
pandemic on destinations across the U.S. In addition to the perspectives of the destination
managers from the interviews, other news articles and pandemic-statistics were used to
support or refute the perspectives of the destination managers. For example, when a
negative impact on the destination was reported by a destination manager, that claim was
also cross-checked by other data sources (i.e., local, regional and/or national) to explore
the impact further.
Additionally, reflexivity helped to evaluate the role of the researcher throughout
the research process. To limit bias throughout the interviews, the researcher withheld
opinions about the research topics and let the participants express their responses in their
own words. Due to the uniqueness of the COVID-19 pandemic, it is unlikely this study
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could be replicated, and most findings are reported and described in the context of this
specific time – during a phenomenon and amidst a health crisis.
Findings and Discussion
The purpose of this study is to capture and examine the perspectives of
destination managers across the U.S. who managed destinations during the height of the
global COVID-19 pandemic to determine if the pandemic allowed them to make any
significant sustainable policy changes in their organization to address the continued
degradation of Earth’s environment. Given the dearth of scholarly literature surrounding
the COVID-19 pandemic from the perspective of destination managers, these findings are
central to describing and understanding the phenomena within a destination management
context.
In responding to the two guiding questions, the findings include: (1) a notable
departure from the narrative of a “pause in travel” as suggested by scholars, to a “shift in
travel”, (2) the lack of opportunity for destination managers to transform sustainable
policy within destination management, (3) continuation of business as usual, and lastly,
(4) 86% of destination managers reported a negative impact on their destination’s
environment during the COVID-19 pandemic. These findings highlight the primary
responsibilities of destination managers, how they measure success, and the top priorities
for their destinations currently and beyond COVID-19. The research suggests destination
managers of DMOs across the country experience diverse challenges; however, there is a
call for DMOs to consider a shift in focus from marketing back towards management.
“Pause in travel” to a “shift in travel”
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The onset of the COVID-19 pandemic closed international borders, grounded
airplanes, and other forms of transport, and ‘locked down’ and confined people in many
parts of the world to their homes (Becker, 2020; Higgins-Desbiolles, 2020; Torabian &
Mair, 2021). In the middle of the COVID-19 pandemic, Benjamin et al. (2020) called on
academics, practitioners, travelers, and humans “to take a pause, reflect, unite, then reset
the tourism industry” (p. 2), however, majority of destination managers (88%) did not
report feeling a sense of pause. As participant 14 (Southeast region) stated, “For us it
didn’t feel like a step back in travel, it felt like we had to accelerate our efforts into
another direction – grasping to anything profitable for the destination.” Another
participant felt like they could reflect and evaluate, however, but felt like doing that still
required work:
“Sort of. I was able to do some reflecting and evaluating from previous years, but
I still feel like that required work time, so it wasn’t like I did it frivolously or
leisurely. It was to figure things out as part of my job, so I wouldn’t call it a pause
in that regard. We were still working really hard to determine next steps”
(Participant 26, Midwest region).
Thus, the following four themes alternatively emerged for trends from destination
managers across the U.S: (1) an increase in outdoor visitation, (2) a reallocation of
resources, (3) a change in staffing, and (4) a shift in marketing efforts. While tourists
were undoubtedly traveling less, especially international travel (Higgens-Desbiolles,
2020), destination managers in the U.S. did not report a sense of pause. As participant 40
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(Midwest region) stated, “we were just getting through day to day, and we were
constantly on our toes when it came to managing the area and our staff.”
Increase in outdoor visitation
With more remote work options available for employees during the COVID-19
pandemic, “people sought out places to work or be outside” (Participant 2, West region).
Therefore, some destination managers, particularly in destinations with attractive outdoor
spaces for tourists or locals that allowed tourists to congregate more safely, reported an
“influx in visitors... for our natural resources” (Participant 2, West region). The increase
in numbers impacted the environment of both “local parks” (Participant 23, Northeast
region), as well as “national parks” (Participant 3, West region). One destination reported
a 160% increase in revenue for their campgrounds during the COVID-19 pandemic
(Participant 1, Southeast region). Even beaches were “slammed – mostly overcrowded
with a lot of younger people at first” (Participant 5, Southeast region).
Reallocation of resources
Given the unprecedented challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic, some
destination managers reported feeling unprepared. Some destinations even abandoned
pre-pandemic agendas to address new challenges: “We weren’t prepared for the
pandemic, so what we focused on pre-pandemic went out the window. We moved any
resources going out, inwards” (Participant 41, Northeast region). Specifically, as stated
by another participant in a different region, “resources moved to how we can help our
local businesses and what we can do for them” (Participant 27, West region).
Change in staffing
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The unemployment rate caused by the COVID-19 pandemic has been well
documented (see Falk, 2020), and DMOs were not excluded from staffing challenges. As
Participant 42 (West region) said, “Hotel staff decided to go into different careers
because of volatility. We had no help now, reducing groups to take down river because
not enough guides, taking less people to eat because not enough wait staff.” Not only did
staff shortages exist, but some destination managers reported needing even more staff in
their parks to meet the demand of tourist visitation: “Initially [we] had two park staff, but
[we] increased to five park staff during COVID due to increase in nature-based usage”
(Participant 1, Southeast region).
Shift in marketing efforts
Marketing was a central theme throughout the interviews – particularly because
marketing was perceived as a primary responsibility reported by destination managers.
Marketing influenced other elements of the DMO; for example, Participant 33 (Northeast
region) said their “tourism plan is guided by their marketing plan.” After the COVID-19
pandemic started, some destinations “turned off their traditional marketing and instead
focused on community and local businesses” (Participant 31, Southwest region).
Traditional marketing for most destinations involved regional or international marketing
and the business market (meetings and conferences/conventions). Although certain
markets weren’t traveling to the area, destination managers found “new markets to focus
efforts” (Participant 33, Northeast region).
Transformative opportunity

101

Scholars have also suggested the COVID-19 pandemic’s pause in travel would
allow destinations the opportunity to “transform” (Benjamin et al., 2020; Brouder at al.,
2020; Higgins-Desbiolles, 2020; Ioannides & Gyimóthy, 2020; Montvydaitė &
Labanauskaitė, 2021; Nepal, 2020; Romagosa, 2020). Higgins-Desbiolles (2020)
suggested the end of global travel was further an opportunity for sustainable tourism to
prevail. Alcadipani (2020) asked if the COVID-19 pandemic was a wake-up call or
business as usual? Nepal (2020) further posed the question, business as usual or
opportunity to reset. De Meyer (2020, p.1) was hopeful, “It won’t be business as usual
after Covid-19” for the country of Singapore while suggesting solutions for positive
change. However, despite valuing sustainability, none of the destination managers
reported the COVID-19 pandemic as an opportunity to transform sustainable policy
within destination management. When asked “Do you feel as though the step back or
pause in travel in the tourism industry due to COVID-19 has given your destination the
space and time (opportunity) to make any policy changes?”, the findings suggest that the
destination managers did not view the COVID-19 pandemic as ‘the event’ that paves way
for substantial changes in policy within destination management resulting in long-term
environmental benefits according to the perspectives of destination managers. According
to the findings, not only did 88% of participants not feel a sense of pause, but no
destination managers reported an intent on introducing or implementing more sustainable
policy within their destination due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In other words, the
pandemic did not influence any of the participants to make a substantial or significant
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change in their sustainable policy – despite destination managers reporting a negative
environmental impact occurring on their destination during the pandemic.
When asked “How important is sustainability of travel and tourism for destination
management?”, all destination managers reported it was very or extremely important to
them. Despite valuing sustainability in the industry, destination managers did not suggest
COVID-19 was ‘the event’ that gave destination managers the opportunity to make
significant changes to sustainable policy. Furthermore, sustainability as a concept or
more specifically protecting the environment was not reported as a primary responsibility
for any of the destination managers as illustrated in Figure 3.1. The top three primary
responsibilities as perceived by the participants include: (1) increase visitation, (2)
marketing and branding, and (3) manage staff. While some may assume DMOs do not
have authority to make sustainable changes for a destination, 82% of destination
managers reported they felt they either have (1) the final say when it comes to policy, or
(2) give recommendations to whomever they report to (e.g., board of directors, county
administrator, city council), when asked “For your specific destination, who typically
decides on what policies are implemented at the destination-level?” This finding further
supports the idea that DMOs, particularly destination managers within DMOs, perceive
they have significant power or hold a leadership role within their destination.
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Figure 3.1. This bar chart illustrates the primary responsibilities as perceived by the
destination managers. Top three primary responsibilities include: (1) increase visitation,
(2) marketing and branding, and (3) manage staff.
Pro-growth mentalities
In addition to a perceived ability to influence others, otherwise known as power
(Lunenburg, 2012), this study found destination managers are primarily focused on
growth with a strong intent to return to pre-pandemic “normal” growth levels – a fear for
many scholars who cautioned the return to normal growth levels as an unsustainable track
(e.g., Brouder, 2020; Cave & Dredge, 2020; Nepal, 2020). 76% of destination managers
reported a growth priority when asked “What would you say are the current, right now,
top three priorities your destination has?” Table 3.2 illustrates example responses to the
aforementioned question – none of the responses, even when destination managers are
asked if these priorities are different in the next few years, include the term or concept of
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sustainability – unless sustainability is perceived solely as achieving sustainable
economic growth (Akadiri et al., 2019).
Table 3.2
Responses from participants showcasing a pro-growth mentality post-pandemic.
Current Priorities of Destination Managers
Growth Examples
"Grow top one and get out there a little more." (Participant 6,
Southeast region)
"Not just one float on the river but several." (Participant 42,
West region)
"Signage specific for parks. Remote parks have no signs, and
entrance for all parks... no one has any idea what [we]
own/operate)." (Participant 39, Midwest region)
"Adding more direct non-stop flights to [State], truly getting
on the map but to attract international travelers to the state."
(Participant 2, West region)
"Market ourselves back." (Participant 8, West region)
"Protecting group business currently have booked, prevent
cancellations even though out of our hand, ensuring safe
place for business." (Participant 34, Northeast region)
"Although getting back to 2019 levels is a high bar, back to
normal before pandemic... we were 12 to 13 consecutive
years of tourism growth so 2019 was a record year."
(Participant 2, West region)
"Partnerships with neighboring counties for joint marketing
efforts... larger scale...common goal attracting same people...
more for less." (Participant 28, Southwest region)

Despite 86% of destinations reporting a negative impact on their local or regional
environment during the COVID-19 pandemic, as illustrated below in Figure 3.2,
sustainability – specifically sustainable policy – was not found to be at the forefront of
destination manager priorities, as none of the participants mentioned sustainability or
sustainable policy when asked about current or future priorities. Perhaps more concerning
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for scholars who warned destinations about returning to normal growth levels are the
responses to the question: “How does your organization measure success of the
destination?” All responses from the qualitative interviews involved a growth mindset:
(1) visitor numbers (i.e., museum numbers, park numbers, number of passes/rentals), (2)
Airbnb and VRBO usage, (3) revenue and profit (e.g., accommodation tax and return on
investment), (4) number of hotel rooms booked, (5) busyness, (6) number of flights to
destination, (7) likelihood of visitors returning, and (8) marketing performance. Thus,
these findings would suggest the need during a health crisis outside of a healthy
community, of course, is focused on growth and getting back to normal growth levels.
However, Balsalobre-Lorente & Leitão (2020) discuss the positive correlation between
economic growth and CO2 emissions, showing that growth is directly correlated by
climate change and greenhouse gas. This probes the question: What about managing the
environmental crisis amidst the health crisis?

Figure 3.2. This pie chart illustrates the perceived environmental impact during the
COVID-19 pandemic: 5% of destination managers reported no significant impact on the
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environment, 9% reported a somewhat positive impact, 31% reported an extremely
negative impact, and 55% reported a somewhat negative environmental impact on their
destination. *No participants reported an extremely positive impact.
Implications and Further Discussion
DMOs have endured a lot of challenges in regard to implications from the
pandemic, in addition to the challenge of wanting to grow and wanting to be sustainable.
Destinations may employ destination managers to better manage continued
environmental use in an area.
Although this study highlights the evolutionary shift in focus of DMOs from
management to marketing, there appears now to be a need, especially given the
challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic, to shift back towards a management-driven
approach. DMOs that focus only on marketing with a dominant pro-growth mentality
(i.e., increasing visitation and economic growth.) support a growth hypothesis. Findings
from the study are relevant to the empirical work of Balsalobre-Lorente and Leitão,
(2020) who explored the tourism-led growth hypothesis (TLGH) and found (1) tourism
arrivals and CO2 emissions have a positive effect on economic growth (income per
capita, GDP), (2) renewable energy has a negative impact on economic growth, (3)
renewable energy is negatively associated with CO2 emissions, trade openness, and
tourism arrivals, (4) CO2 emissions present a negative correlation with trade openness
and positively correlated with tourism arrivals.
There is evidence, however, that suggests a smaller portion of DMOs are catching
onto this shift from marketing to management as highlighted by the work of Jainchill
(2019) in Travel Weekly who interviewed several DMO leaders (domestic and
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international perspectives). The following quotes from the article were of particular
interest to the findings of this study:
(1) Caroline Beteta, Visit California: “Our success cannot continue unabated if we
don’t take into consideration that this industry needs to be sustainable.”
(2) Julie Saupe, CEO of Alaska’s Visit Anchorage: “DMO’s shift to a destination
management model is a means of improving the Anchorage experience.”
(3) Anne Koedijk, Netherlands Board of Tourism & Conventions (NBTC)
Director (*outside the U.S.): “Amsterdam is highlighting other cities its tourists might
want to visit, which takes pressure off their own city, but also demonstrates a willingness
to share the wealth.”
(4) Fred Dixon, CEO of NYC & Company: “We got caught up in the race for
bigger numbers.”
(5) University of Hawaii Economic Research Organization (Uhero) titled
“Charting a New Course for Hawaii Tourism”: “Despite attempts to broaden the metrics
of success, press releases, presentations, and other communications have been focused on
visitor arrivals and overall spending. Hawaii public and private tourism entities need to
move away from the simplistic view that more economic benefit necessarily requires
more visitors.”
The stark contrast from the article quotes above and the findings of this study
should highlight the rarity of destinations rejecting traditional growth mindsets and
strategies.
Conclusion
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History has shown us that emissions go down during recessions or depressions but
tend to rise again as soon as the growth engine starts turning again (Vidal, 2009). Thus, it
is not surprising destination managers are focused on growth post-pandemic. However,
this study’s purpose was to capture and explore the perspectives of destination managers
across the U.S. to determine if the global COVID-19 pandemic provided an opportunity
for destinations to reset or address ecological injustices. None of the participants reported
the COVID-19 pandemic was an opportunity to make significant changes to sustainable
policy, despite 82% of destination managers acknowledging a sense of authority when it
comes to making and implementing policy decisions for the destination.
Although environmental sustainability is undoubtedly part of an agenda for many
DMOs (e.g., sustainability plans exist), the term and/or concept of sustainability was
never mentioned by destination managers when asked about (1) how they measure
success, (2) what are their primary responsibilities, and (3) what are their top three
priorities currently and beyond COVID. These findings may be concerning for the call to
achieve more sustainable goals leading into 2030 (Tsalis et al., 2020), especially as
destination managers are perceived as leaders of the travel and tourism industry (Hristov
& Zehrer, 2015). While the research found increasing numbers and attracting visitors into
the destination were primary responsibilities of destination managers, it is surprising that
destination managers did not mention environmental sustainability as a primary
responsibility of theirs given 86% of participants reported environmental damage from
the influx of outdoor resource use during the COVID-19 pandemic. Thus, this study
proposes the need for destination managers to make an intentional shift from running a
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primarily marketing-driven organization to more management-oriented if sustainable
goals are to be reached by 2030 or 2050 as proposed by the United Nations – among
other prominent organizations.
Increased visitation and its consequent impact on the environment have put
pressure on DMOs to rethink their roles or completely change what they do (Jainchill,
2019). After considering the COVID-19 pandemic’s environmental impact from the
perspective of destination managers, coupled with the dominate pro-growth mentalities of
destination managers across the U.S., one may question the consumerism and capitalistic
lens that has contributed to mass growth across the touristic landscape (Benjamin et al.,
2020). Thus, future research should focus on operationalizing sustainability into policy.
Research questions could include: (1) How do destination managers perceive and
interpret concepts of sustainability, growth, and competitiveness within the context of
destination management? (2) How do destination managers operationalize the concept of
sustainability in practice and incorporate them into their policies? (3) If the
responsibility of protecting the natural environment and limiting the negative
environmental impacts often falls on the local destination (Streimikiene et al., 2021), why
is environmental sustainability not at the forefront of destination manager perspectives?
(4) How knowledgeable are destination managers about sustainable policy within their
own destination? (5) How can sustainable policy contribute to a destination’s
competitiveness? Largely, more research is needed on the role destination managers play
in operationalizing sustainability.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Competitive by Nature: Re-imagining destination competitiveness as a long-term
sustainable strategy for destination management organizations
ABSTRACT
A destination’s environmental and social sustainability have become crucial
metrics for destinations seeking long-term competitiveness (Ruhanen, 2007). This study
will focus on how destination management organizations (DMOs) are leveraging their
environmental protections as a sustainable strategy for long-term competitiveness.
Research questions for this study include: (1) How do destination managers
operationalize sustainability concepts and incorporate them into their policies? (2) How
can established elements of destination competitiveness and sustainable tourism assist in
determining the level of sustainability for DMOs? Raworth (2017) argues to achieve
human wellbeing in the Anthropocene (the current geological age during which human
activity has been the dominant influence on climate and the environment), protecting the
planet’s health similar to conditions of the Holocene (the only epoch in Earth’s history in
which humanity is known to have thrived) is a necessity. Holocene conditions include
stable climate, clean air, a protective ozone layer, thriving biodiversity, and healthy
oceans. Thus, the environmental crisis, backed by more than fifteen thousand scientists
(SkubałA, 2018), has been deemed the existential threat to the present and future of
humanity (Gare, 2006; Redclift, 2010). The research includes a two pronged approach:
the application of destination competitiveness indicators (established by Dwyer & Kim,
2003) and Sustainable Tourism Attitude Scale (SUS-TAS) items (established by Choi &
Sirakaya 2005) to each of the dimensions of sustainability (established by Vos, 2007) to
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determine a level of sustainability for DMOs from the perspectives of destination
managers; and second, the examination of how destination managers operationalize
sustainability policy as a strategy for achieving long-term competitiveness (in other
words, how are destinations prioritizing the environment to protect their environment for
the long-term?). This qualitative study uses in-depth, semi-structured interviews and a
supplemental interpretive policy analysis to explore the perceptions of destination
managers across the U.S and to determine existing sustainable policies at the destination
level .
Keywords: Destination Management, Destination Marketing, Destination
Competitiveness, Growth, Environmental Sustainability
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Introduction
The management of a tourist destination is complex with pressure from forces in
the internal and external environments, from diverse stakeholder groups with divergent
interests, and a growing need to be interconnected with private and municipal systems of
planning and development (Fyall & Garrod, 2019). In an ideal state, destinations would
seek a harmonization of economic growth, social welfare, and environmental protection;
yet, many destinations, and the destination management organizations (DMOs) that
manage them, are overtly focused on marketing, promotion, and the largely direct
economic contributions that the tourism industry can make to the local community.
However, economic growth in westernized countries, which is an assumption of modern
development, is also complicit with and a contributor to the current environmental crisis
(Commoner, 1972; Pacheco et al., 2018; Panayotou, 2016; Sayre, 2010).
While providing a complete background of the environmental crisis1 is beyond
the scope of this paper (see Buell, 2009; Gare, 2006; Gottlieb, 2019; Redclift, 2010), it is
important to note the role tourism plays along with the industry-wide contributions made
to climate change (e.g., Burns & Bibbings, 2009; Hall, 2021; Kaján & Saarinen, 2013),

For the purposes of this paper, the current environmental crisis can be described as being
centered on climate change, but also including other large scale environmental degradation. For
example, data reveals the continued destruction of natural habitats (e.g., forests, wetlands, and
coral reefs) as a direct consequence of production and human consumption (Porritt, 2005).
Further, this paper also conceived the environmental crisis as to have direct effect with broader
aspects of human society (Klitgaard & Krall, 2012). As Raworth (2017) explains, the
improvement of humanity’s wellbeing is dependent on the improvement of various ecological
conditions (e.g., climate change, biodiversity loss, nitrogen and phosphorus loading, and land
conversion).
1
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environmental degradation (e.g., Balsalobre-Lorente et al., 2020; Raza et al., 2017), and
increased tourism-related production and consumption (e.g., Andriotis, 2018; Fleischer &
Rivlin, 2009).
It was over three decades ago that sustainable development emerged as a guiding
development framework to manage and mitigate environmental concerns. This
framework also focuses on socio-cultural and economic realities and as a philosophical
lens was quickly adopted across tourism scholarship (Aall, 2014; Sharpley, 2020). There
have been iterations of conceptual development of sustainable tourism (e.g., Butler 1993,
1999; Hunter, 1997) and attempts at practical application (e.g., Gössling, 2002; Lane,
2009; Liu, 2003; Lu & Nepal, 2009), however, the question remains as to how well
sustainable principles and concepts have been operationalized into the planning,
development, and management of tourism.
Specially, this study focuses the discussion of sustainable development within the
context of destination management. The potential leadership that these organizations and
their managers can provide towards the adoption and use of sustainable practices and
policies make them important for understanding their role and leadership across the
broader industry. Thus, this exploratory study investigates how DMOs are protecting
their physical environments as a sustainable strategy for long-term destination
competitiveness. Research questions for this study include: (1) How do destination
managers operationalize sustainability concepts and incorporate them into their
policies? (2) How can established indicators of destination competitiveness and
sustainable tourism assist in determining the level of sustainability for DMOs? This study
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conducts interviews and employs a supplemental policy analysis to understand the levels
of sustainability. Additionally, an interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA) method
rooted in grounded theory was used to retain a focus on the detailed examination of
particular examples across a smaller group of cases. In such studies, the analytic process
includes a detailed analysis of each case, followed by an examination of similarities and
differences across cases to produce accounts of patterns of meaning and reflections on
shared experience (Shinebourne, 2011). The combination of interviews and the policy
and IPA analyses not only assist in answering the research questions, but also informed
the creation of the unique index used in this study to measure perspectives across
sustainability and competitiveness.
This exploratory study develops a working index for measuring ‘the level of
sustainability’ for destinations that may be useful for future research in destination
management. The level of sustainability can be understood as the strength of sustainable
policy; in other words, the degree to which DMOs are operationalizing sustainability.
Understanding the level of sustainability for DMOs in the United States is important for
understanding not only the role of DMOs in the implementation of sustainability, but also
the current perspectives and strategies according to destination managers who are viewed
as leaders in the travel and tourism industry.
Literature Review
Sustainability component
The concept of sustainability originates from biologists and ecologists who used it
to describe the rates at which renewable resources could be extracted or damaged by
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pollution without threatening the underlying integrity of ecosystems (Vos, 1997). One of
the most catalytic reports for environmental sustainability came from the 1972 Club of
Rome’s Limits to Growth which used early computer modeling techniques to find that
rates of economic growth could not continue indefinitely at the current global rates of
resource depletion (Meadows et al., 2004). Furthermore, environmental issues emerged in
the 1980s and 1990s (e.g., ozone depletion and climate change) which drew attention to
the “increased rate and scale of changes to the environment wrought by the expanding
global economy” (Vos, 2007, p. 334).
The definition of sustainability varies widely and depends upon the scale,
economic sector, region, ideology, etc., which explains why there is “little agreement
about what constitutes sustainability” (Vos, 2007, p. 334). However, Vos (2007)
introduced several archetypes of sustainability that are useful for classifying and
understanding existing definitions. The definitions examined by Vos (2007) “emphasize
one part or another of the core concept of sustainability and are necessary at varying
scales and in different contexts” (p. 334). Vos (2007) further proposes the definition of
sustainability be explained in terms of ‘thin’ (more common today) or ‘thick’ versions
(require deeper transformations from ideas dominant today). Thin versions view nature
and humans holistically; however, they believe humans are positioned intellectually
above nature. Thick versions of sustainability, therefore, have a deeper ecological view
where all of nature is seen as intrinsically valuable and interlinked. While those with a
thin version of sustainability try to find win-win solutions between economic growth and
the environment, thick versions seek to re-define how economic growth is measured (i.e.,
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measuring success by the quality of life versus gross domestic product growth) and
consider a range of approaches including changes in consumptions and production
patterns, models of the circular economy, reductions in the size of the economy, and
rethinking economic activity. Technology is also a central component for each archetype
with the dominant paradigm viewing technology as the ultimate solution to sustainability
problems (e.g., green growth theory), and while thin and thick versions are both skeptical
of technology, thicker versions of sustainability are willing to disregard technologies that
have any risk to irreversible negative consequences.
While Vos (2007) acknowledges the thick version of sustainability as “radical,” it
is primarily contrasted with the traditional, more common, dominant growth paradigm.
Dimensions of sustainability, derived from definitions examined by Vos (2007) include:
ontology of nature, substitution for natural capital, economic growth, population growth,
role of technology, social equity, and stakeholder participation. Descriptions of the three
archetypes are provided for each of the seven dimensions in Table 4.1. For the purposes
of this study, the ‘thick’ versions of sustainability will be used when referencing a
“radical sustainability lens.”

125

Table 4.1
Archetypes of sustainability (derived from Vos, 2007), highlighting the radical
sustainability lens used for this study. The discussion surrounding these archetypes
evolved from work by Gladwin et al. (1995), Vos (1997), and Bryner (2001).
Radical sustainability
lens
Dominant paradigm
Nature as raw materials
for the human economy

Thin versions
Some intrinsic values
recognized in nature

Thick versions
Many intrinsic values
recognized in nature

Substitution for natural
capital

Infinite substitution

Some natural capital cannot
be substituted

No declines in natural
capital

Economic growth

No limits

Win-win relationship
emphasized

Must slow and reverse
growth

Population growth

No limits

Population growth must be
accompanied by per capita
offsets

Must slow growth and
achieve declining
populations

Role of technology

Technological rationality

Cautious skepticism

Deep skepticism

Social equity

Left to the market

Takes connections into
account

Attention to redistribution

Stakeholder
participation

Decisions by experts

Collaborative stakeholder
processes

Grassroots democracy

Ontology of nature

Most of the sustainability definitions used by Vos (2007) to develop these
archetypes call upon economic growth to solve both environmental problems and a range
of local problems (Vos, 2007) that individuals and communities are concerned about
(e.g., overtourism, traffic, housing, open space, crime). As it relates to the tourism sector,
two critical issues for governments at all levels in terms of managing the tourism sector
include: (1) leveraging the benefits of the digital transformation and (2) ensuring
sustainable tourism policies are implemented (OECD, 2020). Given these concerns, in the
last few decades, models for sustainable tourism, defined as tourism which can maintain
its viability in an area for an indefinite period of time” (Butler, 1999, p. 36), have been a
primary focus of the tourism sector at all territorial levels (Blancas et al., 2018, p. 1190).
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Sustainable tourism and its complexities
In addition to the term sustainable tourism, “sustainability” has also been tacked
onto a slew of other concepts, such as sustainable development, sustainable growth,
sustainable communities, ecological or environmental sustainability, economic growth
sustainability, and strategic sustainability. As the term “sustainability” moved into the
economic realm, it focused on understanding the relationship between natural capital and
the economy (i.e., ecological economics and sustainable development) (Vos, 2007). The
Brundtland Commission defined sustainable development in The World Commission on
the Environment and Development Report of 1987 as “development that meets the needs
of the present without comprising the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs.” This lens of intergenerational equity has been and continues to be an important
characteristic of sustainability models, including sustainable tourism.
The primary objective of sustainable tourism development is concerned with the
enhancement of the welfare of those affected by development through the increase in
economic opportunity, the preservation of the local community’s cultural and natural
heritage, and the enhancement of quality of life (McCool & Lime, 2001). Although
sustainable tourism can be considered a “success given the concept’s diffusion among
industry, government, academics and policy actors,” it is also simultaneously perceived
as “a policy failure given the continued growth of the environmental impacts of tourism
in absolute terms” (Hall, 2011, p. 649). Specific critiques of sustainability in relation to
the continued growth of tourism impacts include: (1) ambiguity or the “chameleon-like”
capacity of the term (Bulkeley et al., 2013); (2) ecological unsustainability prioritizing
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economic growth over environmental protection (Adelman, 2017); (3) ubiquity of the
term across discourses and industries (Purvis et al., 2019); (4) inability of the term to be
coherently operationalized from theory (academia) to practice due to myriad
interpretations (Purvis et al., 2019); and lastly (5) the inability to achieve a daunting
objective or the nature of being a micro solution to a macro problem (Benson & Craig,
2014) – among others. Although sustainability has been a prominent subject for several
decades, achieving sustainability across sectors, like tourism, is often perceived as an
elusive achievement (Hall, 2010; Higgins-Desbiolles, 2010).
Despite tourism studies showing a growing interest in sustainability since the late
1980s, Hall (2010) argues tourism is less sustainable now than ever. Aall (2014) found
that national policies aiming to make tourism more sustainable will most likely result in
“sustaining tourism more than actually making tourism more sustainable” (p. 2562).
Ineffective policy or a lack of policy is problematic as an increase in tourist numbers has
the potential to cause many of the attractions, facilities, services, and infrastructure
primarily built for local use to suffer (Koens et al., 2018). At its core, tourism is a marketdriven sector, thereby directly linked to the forces of supply and demand for these
services (Dilmonov, 2020). As such, as the demand for tourism increases, so does the
possibility of adverse effects and outcomes, such as a higher cost of living, traffic
congestion, overcrowding, excessive development, crime, and reduced quality of life
(Andereck et al., 2016; Ap & Crompton, 1993; McCool & Martin, 1994; Moraru et al.,
2021; Ryan & Montgomery, 1994). As the stressors have increased, the tourism industry
has become aware of the consequences of unplanned tourism (Turk & Yarahmadi, 2019;
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Roy, 2020; Shende et al., 2015) and its dependence on clean physical surroundings,
protected environments, and the distinctive cultural patterns of local communities (Butler,
2009). Thus, tourism relies on the planning and management of resources to prevent
serious damage to the resource base of a destination (World Travel and Tourism Council
et al., 1995). Many solutions to rethinking tourism problems have been proposed from
reconceptualizing sustainable tourism from an ecological economics perspective (Hall,
2010) to redefining tourism altogether in order to re-focus the rights of local communities
above the rights of tourists (Higgins-Desbiolles et al., 2019). However, none of these
ideas, frameworks, or models, have taken hold in any substantive way and as we come
out of the pandemic, it is uncertain whether and how local communities and nations may
reconsider their future tourism policy environments.
Destination management and competitiveness
Some destinations are becoming more dependent on tourism as an economic
driver for development and destination competitiveness (Neufeld, 2020). Because the
concept of competitiveness was adapted from economic theory (Bordas, 1994; Porter,
1990) and generating wealth plays an important role in competition (World Economic
Forum and Institute for Management Development, 1994), it is not surprising that the
economic dimension is often regarded as the central facet of competitiveness (Li et al.,
2013). Competitiveness has even become part of the definition of capitalism in some
cases, such as Timilsina et al. (2017) defining capitalism as the “ongoing modernization
of competitive societies” (p.1). Similar to the traditional, economic growth paradigm,
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competitiveness has been defined as “producing more and better-quality goods and
services that are marketed successfully to consumers” (Newall, 1992, p. 94).
According to Novais et al. (2018), in regards to competitiveness at the destination
level (or destination competitiveness), destination stakeholders understand and
conceptualize destination competitiveness in three distinct ways: (1) destination
competitiveness as perception of a destination (evaluation of the characteristics of a
destination); (2) destination competitiveness as performance (what tourists need and
desire); and (3) destination competitiveness as a long-term process (not merely seen as
the experiential setting or the product consumed by tourists but as a system).
Additionally, many factors (e.g., indicators, scales, dimensions, objectives) have to be
considered when determining which city, country, or locations are perceived as better
than another (Munda, 2005). The explicit assumption in the destination competitiveness
literature is that more competitive destinations will attract more visitors which will lead
visitors to spend more money at the destination, thus increasing GDP and economic
growth for the local area which means higher economic welfare for the local population
(Webster & Ivanov, 2014). Dredge (2016), however, argues that destinations are losing
their power to provide benefits to their citizens and therefore are now not only relying
more heavily on private sector partnerships but are also pressured to create policy that is
“more about facilitating and enabling the interests of capitalism” (p. 349).
In 2013, The Committee on Tourism and Competitiveness was established and
identified government and management as parts of one of the two key quantitative and
qualitative factors for tourism competitiveness. The UNWTO (United Nations World
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Tourism Organization, n.d.) defines competitiveness specifically within a tourism
destination context as the following:
The competitiveness of a tourism destination is the ability of the destination to use
its natural, cultural, human, man-made and capital resources efficiently to
develop and deliver quality, innovative, ethical and attractive tourism products
and services in order to achieve a sustainable growth within its overall vision and
strategic goals, increase the added value of the tourism sector, improve and
diversify its market components and optimize its attractiveness and benefits both
for visitors and the local community in a sustainable perspective. (p. 26)
Additionally, Cucculelli and Goffi (2016) confirmed sustainability as a positively crucial
determinant of the competitiveness of a tourist destination. Thus, one of the primary
challenges for destinations is determining how to manage and protect an area’s resources
for the long-term as more tourists continue to visit the same spaces (Goodwin, 2017).
The tourism destination, defined as the physical space in which the tourist visits
(World Tourism Organization, 2019), is often marketed and/or managed by a destination
marketing/management organization (Ali & Frew, 2014). A destination
marketing/management organization (DMO) is a body, often publicly funded, which is
given responsibility for the overall management, planning, and marketing activities
within the boundaries of the destination (Pearce, 1992; Pike, 2004). As a policy response
to growing challenges from increased visitation, DMOs have become an organizational
tool to assist in the structuring of industry and building capacity (Dredge, 2016). DMOs
also became a tool to organize and coordinate the tourism industry at the destination
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level; however, it is important to note that the relationship between DMOs and tourism
originates out of an industrial system shaped by conditions favoring competitiveness,
enhanced productivity, and industry performance (Dredge, 2015; Haxton, 2015). In this
vein, DMOs continue to use tourism as a valued tool for regional economic development,
employment, investment, growing markets, attracting investment in products, and
generating jobs (Dredge, 2016).
In addition to their role in marketing and branding, DMOs also emphasize
information sharing, collaboration, and coordination (Pechlaner et al., 2012). Thus,
DMOs are not only central figures in the governance of tourism destinations, but also
play a major role in managing destination networks and fostering cooperation between
destination actors (Pechlaner et al., 2012). Managing tourism as a DMO, however, has its
challenges, particularly surrounding tourism’s inclination towards growth (HigginsDesbiolles, 2018, p. 157) and contribution to consumption culture (Dredge, 2016).
According to Hall (2010, p. 298), in the case of tourism, there are two different types of
consumption: (1) the socio-economic dimension in which tourism is part of economic,
cultural and lifestyle concerns that center on economic, social and mobility capital, and
(2) the extent to which tourism consumes the non-human environment, or what may be
referred to as natural or ecological capital. DMOs are challenged with balancing both the
customer of their tourism product and the local communities they represent, but often the
responsibility of protecting the natural environment and limiting the negative
environmental impacts falls on the local destination (Streimikiene et al., 2021). Thus, the
perspectives of the person(s) responsible for managing the destination, or the destination
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manager (Ali & Frew, 2014), becomes a vital component in understanding the role
DMOs play in the implementation of sustainability. This paper focuses on the perceived
need for destination managers to consider the impacts of the current destination
marketing approach and the need to potentially consider sustainability as a primary
component for destinations to be competitive in the long run.
Integrated conceptual framework
In addition to capturing the perspectives of destination managers, a conceptual
framework was developed to assist in determining the level of sustainability for DMOs
across the U.S. The conceptual framework is novel and combines three well-established
realms of work: (1) the dimensions of sustainability which are derived from definitions of
sustainability (Vos, 2007), (2) indicators of destination competitiveness as identified by
Dwyer and Kim (2003), and (3) items from the sustainable tourism attitude scale (Choi &
Sirakaya, 2005). The indicators of destination competitiveness derive from the model
developed by Dwyer and Kim (2003) – which is one of the top two destination
competitiveness models most often used to date. Similarly, the sustainable tourism
attitude scale, known as SUS-TAS is well-established and focuses heavily on current
sustainability regarding tourism impacts and is considered an important tool for helping
policymakers and regional planners (Choi & Sirakaya 2005). Although SUS-TAS is
traditionally geared towards residents of a tourism destination, the scale can be applied to
all stakeholders, including destination managers and further enhances the perspectives of
destination managers as it relates to dimensions of sustainability. The original SUS-TAS
scale by Choi and Sirakaya (2005) included 44 items, but Yu et al. (2011) re-examined

133

the items and identified a shorter version of the SUS-TAS including 27 of the original 44
items that maintain construct validity and internal consistency. According to the findings
from Yu et al. (2011), the shorter version does not compromise the scale’s psychometric
properties. Of these 27 items, the conceptual framework utilizes 19 items that were
selected as the most relevant to destination managers at the destination level within the
dimensions of sustainability. The 19 items can be categorized into the following broad
areas: (1) perceived social costs, (2) environmental sustainability, (3) perceived economic
benefit, (4) community-centered economy, and (5) maximizing community participation.
Vos (2007) used the ubiquity of the term sustainability to explore the
characteristics of the various definitions existing across literature. Vos (2007) identified
the dimensions of sustainability through the examination of definitions to identify three
archetypes: a dominant paradigm, a thin version, and a thick version. These paradigms
are used in this study to determine relative levels of sustainability as it pertains to
destination competitiveness. In other words, the level of sustainability may be a predictor
of destination competitiveness; that is, DMOs who are sustainably oriented (in their
policies and in their perspectives) may be more likely to be competitive in the long run
compared to DMOs who are less sustainable and/or who focus on a dominant growth
paradigm. The underlying assumption with a dominant growth paradigm is that
“economic accumulation in the present can compensate the future for any parts of nature
that are destroyed in the process of economic growth” (Vos, 2007, p. 336). This research
seeks to understand better the intersection of the perspectives of destination managers
towards destination competitiveness (Dwyer & Kim, 2003) and sustainable tourism
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(SUS-TAS) within their own dimensions of sustainability (Vos, 2007). The framework
for this model is illustrated in Figure 4.1 and can help researchers and practitioners
understand the role of destination managers in the implementation of sustainability at the
destination level.

Figure 4.1. The framework of this study uses the definitions of sustainability identified by
Vos (2007) in addition to the responses of destination managers from the questionnaires
of this study derived from established and relevant indicators and items to better inform
the dimensions of sustainability which have been used to better understand the archetype
of sustainability (as further explained by the work of Vos, 2007).
The chosen indicators and items from their respective model/scale were applied to
the seven dimensions of sustainability, as illustrated in Table 4.2: (1) ontology of nature,
(2) substitution of natural capital, (3) economic growth, (4) population growth, (5) role of
technology, (6) social equity, and (7) stakeholder participation. When applying the
destination competitiveness indicators, 9 indicators were relevant to the ontology of
nature dimension, 10 indicators relevant to the substitution for natural capital dimension,
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20 indicators for the economic growth dimension, 1 indicator for population growth, 8
indicators for the role of technology dimension, and 8 indicators relevant to the social
equity dimension. There were no indicators that were identified as relevant for the
stakeholder participation dimension. This same process was used when looking at the
SUS-TAS items. In total, 2 items were relevant to the ontology of nature, 3 items to the
substitution for natural capital dimension, 5 items for the economic growth dimension, 1
item to the population growth dimension, 3 items for the social equity dimension, and 3
items were relevant to the stakeholder participation dimension. There were no items from
the SUS-TAS scale that were relevant to the role of technology dimension. Applying
these indicators and items to the dimensions of sustainability that originally derived from
the definitions in literature enhance and deepen their meaning to provide a more holistic
understanding of the levels/archetypes of sustainability.
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Table 4.2
This table showcases the dimensions of sustainability (established by Vos, 2007) and their relevant indicators (from
destination competitiveness model) and items (from SUS-TAS scale). The indicators and items were used in the study’s
questionnaire to glean perspectives from destination managers across the U.S.

Destination
Competitiveness
Indicators

Ontology of
Nature

Substitution
for Natural
Capital

Economic
Growth

Population
Growth

Role of Technology

Social Equity

Unspoiled nature

Investment
environment
for tourism
development

Rate of
economic
growth

Life
expectancy

Technology changes

Aggregate levels of
employment

CO2 emissions

Nature of
competitive
advantage
Government
policies for
tourism
development
Road density

Economic
conditions in
origin markets
GDP per capita

Internet users

Sociocultural
environment

Quality of electricity
supply

Access to improved
drinking water

Tourism
investment

Broadband internet
subscription

Cleanliness/sanitation

Presence of
major car
rental
companies

Intensity of local
competition

ATM accepting visa
cards

Physician density

Local transport
systems/
quality of
domestic
transportation

Local supplier
quality

Telecommunication
system for tourists

Quality of health care

Natural
wonders/scenery

Number of world
heritage natural
sights
Quality of
environmental
management
Protected areas
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Stakeholder
Participation

Research and
monitoring of
environmental
impacts of
tourism

Accessibility of
destination
(flights, travel
time, capacity
of access)

Variety of
activities (water,
nature,
adventure,
recreation,
sports)

Extent of business
internet use

Risk and safety

Sustainability of
travel and
tourism industry

Visitor
accessibility to
natural areas

Variety and
quality of
shopping

Availability of latest
technology

Security/safety for
tourists

Existence of laws
and regulations
protecting the
environment and
heritage

Publicrecognition of
importance of
sustainable
tourism
development

Number of
convention and
exhibition
facilities

Private
recognition of
importance of
sustainable
tourism
development

Number of tour
operators

Quality of air
transport
infrastructure
International air
transport
network
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Number of hotel
rooms and
accommodation
quality
Number and
quality of
food/beverage
establishments
Variety of
entertainment
(amusement/
theme parks,
nightlife)
Number and
quality of special
events/festivals
Government
expenditure
Quality of
destination
marketing
efforts
Effectiveness
and branding of
marketing to
attract visitors
Government
prioritization of
travel and
tourism industry

139

SUS-TAS

Ontology of
Nature

Substitution
for Natural
Capital

Economic
Growth

Population
Growth

Our destination's
recreational
resources are
overused by
tourists

Tourism
development in
our destination
always protects
wildlife and
natural habitats

Tourism is a
strong economic
contributor to
our destination

Our
destination
is
overcrowded
because of
tourism

Our destination's
natural
environment is
being protected
now and for the
future

Tourism
development in
our destination
promotes
positive
environmental
ethics

Our destination's
diversity of
nature is valued
and protected

Tourism in our
destination is
developed in
harmony with
the natural
environment

Social Equity

Stakeholder
Participation

Tourists in our
destination disrupt
quality of life

Tourism
decisions
must be made
by all
members in
communities
regardless of a
person's
background

Tourism benefits
other than just
tourism
industries in our
destination

Tourism business
should try to hire most
of their employees
from within our
destination

Full
participation
by everyone
in the
community
regarding
tourism
decisions is a
must for
successful
tourism
development

Tourism brings
new income to
our destination

Tourism industry
should try to purchase
their goods and
services from within
the local destination

Sometimes it's
acceptable to
exclude a
destination's
residents
from tourism
development
decisions
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Role of Technology

Tourism
generates
substantial tax
revenues for our
local
government
Tourism is
growing too fast
in our
destination
Tourism
industry should
contribute
economically to
a destination's
improvement
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Method
Sampling and data collection
This study will focus on how destination management organizations (DMOs) are
protecting their environments as a sustainable strategy for long-term competitiveness.
Research questions for this study include: (1) How do destination managers
operationalize sustainability concepts and incorporate them into their policies? (2) How
can established elements of destination competitiveness and sustainable tourism assist in
determining the level of sustainability for DMOs? Destination managers (N=42) for this
study were recruited by targeting DMOs across the country. Most destination managers
held the titles within the DMO of “President/CEO,” “Vice President,” or “Director.” To
gain various perspectives from across the country, this study aimed to interview
destination managers from each of the five regions of the United States (U.S; Southwest,
Northeast, West, Midwest, and Southeast) as categorized by the National Geographic
Society (2021). At least 75% of each region was represented in the study. Semistructured interviews were conducted along with a collection of secondary documents
that helped support an understanding of the policies guiding each DMO.
A list of DMOs within each state was collected using a search engine to type in
keywords such as “DMO Colorado,” or “Destination Management Organizations in
Colorado,” to comprise a list of all potential DMOs operating in each state within each of
the five regions. If available for each state, at least two other DMOs were drawn as
alternatives in case the researcher could not reach the first selected DMO. Once the list
was compiled for each state, specific DMOs were randomly selected to be contacted to
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voluntarily participate in the study. In total, 42 destination managers across the U.S.
voluntarily participated in in-depth, semi-structured interviews. DMOs and their
respective destination manager are anonymous, including the state, to protect the identity
of the employee and their perspectives. According to the categories of DMOs described
by Ali and Frew (2014), 40% of the sample identified as a regional DMO and 60% of the
sample identified as a local DMO.
Instrument and indices development
The study’s questionnaire had a total of 129 questions covering concepts such as
growth, sustainability, and destination competitiveness as guided by the conceptual
framework. The questionnaire was imbedded in the interview in which all questions were
asked by the researcher to allow for comments, examples, and open-ended responses.
Each interview lasted, on average, one hour and six minutes. Destination managers were
asked how important each destination competitiveness indicator was to the overall
competitiveness of their destination. For example, destination managers were asked how
important ‘unspoiled nature’ (relevant to the ontology of nature dimension) was to the
overall competitiveness of their destination. Participants responded on a one (1) to five
(5) scale with one (1) meaning “not important at all” to five (5) meaning “extremely
important.” In addition, destination managers were asked whether they agree or disagree
with various statements (items) derived from the SUS-TAS scale from 1 strongly
disagree to 5 strongly agree. Responses were organized using the MAXQDA software
program and were further exported and analyzed in an excel spreadsheet. The excel
spreadsheet made totaling values and computing averages more manageable.
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Each individual indicator and item were assigned a value based on the responses
from 1 (not at all sustainable) to 5 (extremely sustainable). These sustainability values
were assigned using the theoretical framework of the archetypes of sustainability
(formerly outlined in table 4.1). Specifically, in using the described lens of ‘thick
versions’ of sustainability, or a radical sustainability lens (described by Vos, 2007) to
evaluate the degree with which the indicator reflects action towards sustainability. For
example, if ‘unspoiled nature’ was extremely important to a destination’s overall
competitiveness, then that participant received a value of five for that response because of
the similarity of this view to the thicker level of sustainability description. In contrast, a
destination manager whose destination is heavily focused on economic growth and
development would likely receive a one and would fall within the traditional dominant
paradigm.
After all individual indicators and items were assigned to a dimension of
sustainability, the numbers were totaled in aggregate to determine the average value of
sustainability for each dimension. Finally, the total values for all dimensions were
summed and an average was computed to determine the overall perceived level of
sustainability for the destination based on the perspectives of the destination manager.
The overall value for the level of sustainability reflects the range in values for each
dimension where one reflects ‘not at all sustainable’ and five reflects ‘extremely
sustainable’. This number was then used to further categorize the DMO based on
destination manager perspectives by the sustainability archetype: dominant paradigm
(values 1 and 2), thin version (values 3 and 4), and thick version (value 5). Because the
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thick version of sustainability is seen as “radical” and uncommon in comparison to the
dominant traditional growth paradigm and even that of thin sustainable descriptions, a
thick version category was only assigned to DMOs who earned an average value of five
for their overall level of sustainability.
Secondary documents and policy analysis
In addition to determining a DMO’s level of sustainability, this study also
supplemented the findings with an interpretive, supplemental document analysis.
Interpretive policy analysis is an alternative to survey research, cost-benefit analysis, and
other such approaches – with a primary focus on organizational meaning (Yanow, 2007;
2017). Types of documents analyzed in the analysis included strategic plans,
sustainability plans, internal memos, tourism plans, reports, recovery agendas, credible
news articles (e.g., highlighting a sustainable initiative of the DMO), and policies and
procedure manuals. The objective of this approach was to utilize these documents to
compare the DMO’s policy and organizational evidence with the destination manager’s
lens of sustainability. To obtain documents needed for the policy analysis, destination
managers were asked during the interview to refer any documents to the researcher that
may be relevant to sustainable policy. Prior to each interview, the researcher also
searched the internet for any public documents related to sustainability policy in the
targeted DMO. At least one relevant document for each destination was used as
supplemental support to holistically understand the level of sustainability of each
destination; however, not all documents had valuable information regarding specific
sustainability policy and thus responses to the questions in the interview were sometimes
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more insightful than any public document. While this study does not provide an
exhaustive list of sustainability policies found across DMOs, the policies included
concrete examples that may be useful for DMOs to compare themselves to other DMOs
across the country.
In addition to the interviews, the interpretive supplemental policy analysis helped
determine how destination managers operationalize sustainability and also helped the
researcher identify key talking points during the interview. For example, a DMO
implementing a strong sustainability plan allowed the researcher the opportunity to dive
deeper into how sustainability is practiced at the destination level. This additional
analysis of documents was an interesting tool to use after DMOs were assigned a
sustainability archetype, such that, the researcher could further explore what specific
policies were implemented for DMOs with varying archetypes.
For example, a destination manager may have strong traditional dominant
paradigm values (individual perspectives), but the DMO has a strong focus on
sustainability policy in relation to other DMOs. Likewise, a DMO may not have many
sustainable policies, however, the destination manager identifies with a thicker
sustainability version (e.g., participant 2 claimed to have a background in sustainability
and valued sustainability in their interview responses, but they could only mention the
limited use of paper as their primary “sustainability policy” implemented for their DMO).
Overall, a supplemental policy analysis adds value to the conceptual framework
identified in this study by supplementing the identified level of sustainability. The policy
analysis can be considered when determining DMOs level of sustainability. This study
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used the policy documents and the perspectives of the destination managers and applied
them to paradigms developed in literature.
Trustworthiness
This exploratory, qualitative study employed multiple standards of goodness to
ensure the reliability, validity, and trustworthiness of the research. Inter-rater reliability
was used to assign the indicators and items to each dimension of sustainability, and the
work of Vos (2007) used in this study is grounded in the wider definitions of
sustainability in literature. Responses in the interviews from the participants were
recorded in their own words and ethical protocols were executed throughout the research
process.
Findings and Discussion
The integrated conceptual framework developed for this study allows the DMO to
determine which dimensions of sustainability may need improvement and understand the
perspectives surrounding sustainability. Despite an increase in sustainability efforts and
plans, the U.S. Energy Information Administration projects a 50% increase in world
energy use by 2050 – an increase of emissions from today (as cited by Boyer, 2022).
Additionally, evidence from Davis-Peccoud et al. (2016) found that nearly 98% of
sustainability initiatives fail, which suggests a growing need to reexamine how
sustainability is used and how it can amend both social inequality and environmental
destabilization.
Ideas of what is sustainable varies across destinations; however, by grounding the
dimensions of sustainability, a more common understanding of critical areas of

147

sustainability across destinations may emerge. Although this study does not report the
individual outcomes within every dimension from every destination manager, a few
collective findings are presented. Findings include: (1) 69% (29 of 42) of destination
managers fell within the dominant paradigm; (2) 31% (13 of 42) of destination managers
fell within the thin version category of sustainability; and finally, none (0 of 42) of the
destination managers interviewed could be assigned to the radical sustainability paradigm
or thick version (Figure 4.2). Many of the ‘thin’ destination managers have
accompanying sustainability plans or policies.
Based on responses to the identified indicator and item questions, destination
managers with a thin level of sustainability were more likely to be working for a DMO
that implemented some measures that could be classified as sustainable policy. However,
there are several examples where a destination manager fell under the dominant paradigm
associated with growth and traditional values but may have also reported some
sustainability policies. Because destination managers and DMOs can move to and from
each archetype, a continuum is suggested when discussing the levels of sustainability, as
illustrated in Figure 4.2.

148

Figure 4.2. Continuum for the levels of sustainability. This study found 69% of
destination managers associated with the traditional, more common dominant paradigm,
while the rest of the 31% identified with a thin version of sustainability.
Thin versions of sustainability may be representative of the evolution of
sustainability knowledge and practice over time. Many individuals and organizations
have slowly moved from the traditional growth paradigm towards a sustainable
understanding of the environmental, social, and community impacts of tourism. These
versions seek to reconcile economic growth with protecting the environment by
providing economic development paths that reduce pollution or resource use per unit of
production (Vos, 2007). In other words, a thin version of sustainability seeks win-win
solutions – similar to that of the commonly illustrated “win-win-win triangle” or the
popularized Venn Diagram of the three pillars of sustainability (Purvis et al., 2019).
There remain ongoing questions about the possibility of win-win solutions but examples
of this would include a harmonization of the economy, society, and the environment.
The finding that no destination manager in this sample could be classified as a
thick version of radicalness was not terribly surprising given the nature of the relationship
between tourism and economic development in the United States. Vos (2007) explains
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that the dominant paradigm assumes economic growth is highly desirable (supported by
this study) and has infinite potential; growth is assumed to occur due to the capacity of
technology (many destination managers felt technology was very important for the
overall competitiveness of their destination) through human ingenuity to make more with
less and to make substitutes for destroyed natural capital. While the majority of
destination managers had a pro-growth mindset for all dimensions, contradictions among
the dimensions can prevent DMOs from reaching their sustainability potential. For
example, although participant 22 felt ‘unspoiled nature’ (within the ontology of nature
dimension) was ‘extremely important’ to the overall competitiveness of their destination
(a rating of 5), but they also felt ‘visitor accessibility to natural areas’ was ‘extremely
important’(a rating of 1). Additionally, some responded in favor of technology (which is
commonly associated with green growth theory as a solution to environmental problems),
however, the thin and thick versions of sustainability are skeptical of technology due to
its connection to production and consumption systems and therefore received a lower
rating. Technology policies are one of the proposed options available for carbon emission
reduction and energy use, however, Greening et al. (2000) explain how efficiency gains
of energy consumption can result in an effective reduction of energy price, which can
lead to an increase in the consumption of energy (known as a “rebound” or “take-back”
effect). This can partially offset the impact of the efficiency gain. Additionally,
renewable energy is not always sustainable (Dahrén, 2016). For example, solar energy
and wind turbines require immense construction and production to install and maintain –
the idea that energy requires energy (see Bradley, 2020). These contradictions illustrate
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some of the tradeoffs that destination managers face as they are making sustainability
policy decisions.
There are, however, several reasons identified in literature explaining why
destination organizations may not be achieving their sustainability potential. Deep
ecologists, for example, view an improper ontology of nature as the major cause of a lack
of sustainability (Vos, 1997). More practically, McDonough and Braungart (2000) also
suggest errors in design (e.g., existence of Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design) may be to blame for not achieving sustainable development. Furthermore, there
is further debate as to whether or not sustainable development is an oxymoron as
suggested by Monbiot (2012). Monbiot (2012, para 2) explains “if sustainability means
anything, it is surely the opposite of sustained growth. Sustained growth on a finite planet
is the essence of unsustainability.”
Furthermore, sustainability policies were identified across DMOs. ‘Thin’ version
destination managers were more likely to work for a DMO that implemented more
sustainable policies, while dominant paradigms typically had little or no sustainable
policies or plans. The number and types of sustainability policies may be useful in
assisting to classify DMOs. A mock continuum using the characteristics of the archetypes
identified by Vos (2007) is illustrated in Figure 4.3. The continuum policy examples
derived from the findings of the supplemental policy analysis which were found in
various sources (e.g., plans, agendas, initiatives) specific to the DMOs. Some policies
were more common than others. For example, 64% of destination managers mentioned
recycling at their DMO and limiting the amount of physical paper that was used in the
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office, however, a green roof at their facilities and park closures for flora and fauna
restoration were only mentioned once each. It should also be noted that those who
mentioned that they were sustainable because they rely on electronics rather than printing
physical paper may be unmindful of the impact of technology on the environment (see
Hickel & Kallis, 2019). Although these policies are not exhaustive, they do show a
progression of sustainability that may be helpful to DMOs looking to compare
themselves to others competitively.

Figure 4.3. Example sustainable policies identified in the study relevant to their
respective archetype.
Implications and Opportunities for DMOs
While the conceptual framework may not be interactive enough for DMOs to use
in practice to determine their own level of sustainability in an actionable way, it is helpful
for researchers seeking ways to connect the concept sustainability more practically at the
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destination level. This paper emphasizes the need for DMOs to consider sustainability if
they want to remain a competitive destination long-term. There is also opportunity for
DMOs to implement more sustainable policies for their DMO – beyond recycling and
choosing ‘cleaner’ cleaning products for their facilities.
If DMOs continue the shift in focus from marketing to management (see Jainchill,
2019), the need for more sustainable policy may be more noticeable. In other words,
when destination managers are suddenly tasked with the management of the people who
come into the space versus solely marketing them into the destination, they will have to
deal with the consequences of increased visitation or tourism impacts. Thus, it may be
helpful and important to not only identify one’s own level of sustainability, but also
identify what other DMOs across the country may be doing. For example, there may be
policies from a DMO with a thick version of sustainability that could be advantageous for
a DMO with a dominant growth or thin version of sustainability to learn from.
Targeting DMOs for future research is also important. Governments across the
globe are now empowering DMOs and various significant stakeholders to play a more
active leadership role in tourism planning and policy (Naumov, 2021). More research is
required to understand the role DMOs play in the implementation of sustainability and
how destinations and DMOs may assist in achieving national and global sustainability
goals and objectives. Although Dredge (2016) argues DMOs are locked in an industrial
paradigm and on a path to redundancy pre-pandemic, Morgan (2012) and Morrison
(2013) call for DMOs to embrace social responsibility, stewardship, and sustainability.
While there seems to be a shift in DMO leaders (destination managers) towards a thin
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version of sustainability, it remains unknown if DMOs are able to realign their values
towards a more sustainable agenda post-pandemic. The pandemic has been deemed an
opportunity for sustainable tourism to emerge post-pandemic; however, scholars like
Dredge (2016) think it may be naïve to assume DMOs can aspire to anything beyond
their industrial growth underpinning.
Conclusion
Given the interconnectedness of other economies to the U.S. and the national
transcendence of environmental degradation, the environmental crisis is viewed as a
global issue (Gare, 2006; Buell, 2009; Redclift, 2010; Wenzel, 2019; Pacheco et al.,
2018). There remain ongoing questions as to whose responsibility it is to address the
environmental crisis – Individuals? Corporations? Politicians? DMOs? Destination
managers in particular are viewed as leaders of the travel and tourism industry (Hristov &
Zehrer, 2015); therefore, their perspectives on global issues such as sustainability and
competitiveness are important. Organizations in harmony with sustainability can increase
the quality of life in equitable ways that maintain or reduce energy/matter throughput
(Gladwin et al., 1995). In determining if the concept of sustainability is truly sustainable,
destination competitiveness should not only recognize the “achievement of equitable
returns-on resources utilized to satisfy all stakeholders,” but also the “sustainability of
local resources for ensuring the maintenance of long-term success” (Buhalis, 2000, p. 9).
While economists often consider high visitor numbers and increased spending as a good
thing in policy terms, economic measures may be inadequate in measuring environmental
and social effects on communities (Hall, 2010).
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This exploratory study placed the perspectives of destination managers on a
continuum for levels of sustainability. The conceptual framework considers the
perspectives of destination managers, existing definitions of sustainability, and the
dimensions of sustainability to strengthen the assigned sustainability archetype for
destination managers. Determining the archetype of destination managers is important, as
the managers are often the presidents/CEO, vice presidents, and/or directors of DMOs –
with the responsibility of managing the destination. In addition, an interpretive policy
analysis was also used as a supplemental tool to reflect the sustainability perspectives of
the DMO more accurately as a whole. In other words, understanding the employee in
charge of managing the DMO and the sustainable policies in place for a DMO are
important tools for determining opportunities to enhance and improve sustainability
practices. Furthermore, understanding the level of sustainability of a DMO may be useful
in determining strengths and weaknesses of the organization, and dimensions where
improvements are needed to achieve more sustainable change.
The primary finding of this research is that the traditional growth paradigm is still
the most common across DMOs. This is not surprising, but it may be concerning for
some to learn that even after decades of pursuing sustainability, organizations oftentimes
fall short. Perhaps one of the primary reasons found in this study was the conflicting
nature of sustainability viewpoints – when using a radical sustainability lens. For
instance, while most destination managers may feel like they value nature, many of their
perspectives are pro-growth, pro-technology, pro-accessibility, pro-development, etc.,
which may counteract some of the positive environmental perspectives they may have.
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Although not all growth is bad given some destinations may still need it (Raworth, 2017),
economic growth in westernized countries specifically has been blamed as the major
cause of the environmental crisis (Commoner, 1972; Pacheco et al., 2018; Panayotou,
2016; Sayre, 2010). Thus, the lack of destination managers with a lens of a thick version
of sustainability may be concerning, especially given the more recent calls to build a
more equitable, more sustainable, and healthier future in which destinations adopt
solutions to address the effects of a warming and fractured planet (Wheeler, 2021).
Limitations
Limitations of this study include the subjectiveness by which the indicators and
items were assigned to their respective dimensions, as well as the subjectiveness by the
researcher to assign sustainability scores despite being grounded in the radical
sustainability framework. In addition, this study only sampled 42 DMOs and this may
limit the robustness of the results. Additional research could expand the study to more
destination managers to produce a thicker version of sustainability perspectives. This
study also does not examine “why” DMOs do not embrace more comprehensive
sustainability planning and policy. This why is critical for future research; the why
question may be related to the issue of responsibility and ownership of these problems.
This will be important moving forward. Future research could also examine the
relationships of the proposed framework quantitatively, after being qualitatively explored
in this study. Given the important relationship between destination competitiveness and
sustainability, and the innate connection within a destination management context, future
research should explore the sustainability of destination competitiveness models –
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particularly the indicators of destination competitiveness models and their impact(s) on
sustainability practices. In conclusion, achieving sustainability requires all individuals,
organizations and economic sectors participation towards these goals. Destination
competitiveness and all of those engaged in the tourism sector should continue be
examined from a radical sustainability lens – in other words, competing as a destination
long-term is primarily concerned with the protection of the destination’s environmental,
cultural, social, and economic resources.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Growth, sustainability, and degrowth: Perspectives from destination managers across the
U.S.
ABSTRACT
Scholars have debated major concerns about growth and the environment which
revolve around the growing call to “recognize the biophysical limits, and to begin the
overdue task of reorienting society around a more achievable and satisfying set of goals
than simply growing forever” (Ward et al., 2016, p. 12). In response to a capitalistic
economy and its documented negative effects, degrowth has emerged as a social
movement and academic paradigm that seeks to achieve more sustainable changes than
previously attempted (Andriotis, 2018; Cosme et al., 2017; Kallis et al., 2018; Weiss &
Cattaneo, 2017). At the core of degrowth discourse is the questioning of economic
growth as a dominant paradigm and the concerted effort to reduce both production and
consumption to significantly reduce environmental risks and ecological scarcities. The
relationship between tourism and degrowth has only recently been explored, and tourism
research has largely neglected explicit discussion of degrowth (Fletcher & Murray, 2019;
Higgins-Desbiolles et al., 2019). This qualitative study focuses on destination managers
working for DMOs across the U.S. and captures their perspectives on the concept of
degrowth and various policies aligned with the goals of degrowth. The research questions
guiding this study include: (1) How do destination managers perceive major concepts
such as growth, sustainability, and degrowth? (2) What are the perspectives of
destination managers across the U.S. on degrowth policy ? (3) What is the current
potential for degrowth or degrowth-inspired policies to enter destination management?
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Findings from this study suggest destination managers in the U.S. acknowledge a
concerning relationship between tourism development and the natural environment,
however, destination managers largely disagree with policies proposed by degrowth
proposals. The findings, however, highlight a starting point for understanding degrowth
policy implementation in the U.S. within destination management. Although it may be
unlikely to expect U.S. destinations to adopt a complete radical degrowth strategy in the
near future, this study suggests there is a possibility for certain degrowth policies to enter
the destination management realm as more destinations experience and attempt to
manage environmental pressures.
Keywords: Destination Management, Destination Marketing, Growth, Environmental
Sustainability, Degrowth, Policy
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Introduction
The environmental sustainability of economic growth has been the subject of
much debate for decades (Van den Bergh & Kallis, 2012). Various solutions have been
proposed for society to exist within planetary capacity, such as green-growth (Hallegatte
et al., 2012; Jacobs 2012, 2013), blue-growth (Burgess et al., 2018; Ehlers, 2016; Moffitt
& Cajas-Cano, 2014; Mulazzani & Malorgio, 2017), a-growth (Van den Bergh, 2011),
and degrowth (D'Alisa et al., 2014; Kallis, 2011; Latouche, 2004). As notable in each of
these ideas is a shifting assumption of growth within the context of development; because
more energy is demanded with more growth, it becomes increasingly difficult to cover
more energy demand with renewables within the projected, limited amount of time left on
Earth (Hickel, 2021; Hickel & Kallis, 2020; Raftery et al., 2017; Schröder &
Storm, 2020). Therefore, radical movements proposed as solutions to environmental
degradation, overconsumption, and overproduction need to be explored in various
development and consumption contexts, such as tourism. Of interest in this study is the
consideration of degrowth within the management of destinations.
Degrowth, in philosophy, primarily seeks to equitably downscale production and
consumption, while enhancing ecological conditions and increase human well-being,
both locally and globally, in the short and long term (Schneider et al., 2010). Degrowth
demands abundance, not scarcity, and was selected for this study because of its focus on
an ecological economy more suited for the Anthropocene (Hickel, 2019). Degrowth is
one of many proposed alternatives to the dominant growth paradigm and ultimately seeks
to construct a society that lives better with less (Kallis, 2015). Contrary to other green
alternatives (e.g., green growth), degrowth does not rely on sustainable technology (e.g.,
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solar panels) to solve environmental problems. In response to a capitalistic economy and
its negative effects, has emerged as a social movement and academic paradigm that seeks
to achieve more sustainable changes than previously attempted (Andriotis, 2018; Cosme
et al., 2017; Kallis et al., 2018; Weiss & Cattaneo, 2017).
However, awareness and understanding of degrowth in practice remains limited
(Sekulva et al., 2013). There is no clear evidence that tourism industry professionals and
practitioners are engaging with theoretical discourses related to degrowth, nor evidence
that demonstrates how degrowth would be received within policy and practice. Much like
the introduction of sustainability to industry practices in the 90s, there are questions about
how a radical, philosophical shift in development and consumption that would be
received by those in positions that could implement the change in meaningful ways. As
such, guiding this research were the following questions: (1) How do destination
managers perceive major concepts such as growth, sustainability, and degrowth? (2)
What are the perspectives of destination managers across the U.S. on degrowth policy ?
(3) What is the current potential for degrowth or degrowth-inspired policies to enter
destination management?
Literature Review
The idea of rebalancing economies has led to innovative discussions on
transforming growth: smart growth (better innovation), sustainable growth (greener), and
inclusive growth (less inequality) (Mazzucato & Jacobs, 2016). To achieve an optimal
mix of material prosperity and environmental quality, alternative economies have been
conceptualized with goals more focused on improving well-being and social equity by
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significantly reducing environmental risks and ecological scarcities. Thus, many scholars
believe to reach a sustainable future, it is precisely economic growth that needs to be
called into question (e.g., Carruthers, 2001; Cato, 2006; Milne et al., 2006; Trainer,
2002). Instead of viewing growth without limits, there is a call to reimagine a society
with more achievable and satisfying sets of goals rather than simply growing forever
(Ward et al., 2016).
With this in mind, this research scales the problem to the level of communities in
the context of tourism – as destinations. Destinations are deserving of particular attention
within the discussion of environmental sustainability as destination management
organizations can be a driving force of policy that drives development within
communities at rates that can either disrupt or support sustainability goals for that place
(see Haid, et al., 2021). Sustainability implementation within a tourism context (e.g.,
Mihalic, 2016; Wray, 2009) remains limited (Haid et al., 2021).
Destination Management
Government policymakers are traditionally concerned with how to grow markets,
attract investment in product, and generate jobs (Dredge, 2016). Destination
management/marketing organizations (DMOs) are specifically used as type of policy tool
to stimulate growth, where the “emphasis on marketing or management is simply a
reflection of the dominant political discourse about whether tourism should be solely
market-driven or driven by a mixed marketing /management approach” (Dredge, 2016, p.
348). A destination marketing/management organization (DMO) is a body, often publicly
funded, which is given responsibility for the overall management, planning, and
marketing activities within the boundaries of the destination (Pearce, 1992; Pike, 2004).
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Thus, one of the primary responsibilities of DMOs is the management of people
participating in the activities offered by the destination and therefore managing the
consequences of their impacts. The large and growing number of people using the same
physical space – regardless for tourism or not – can lead to congestion, crowdedness,
pressure on infrastructure, and pollution. According to Koens et al. (2018), however, it is
“often impossible to determine whether disturbance is caused by a resident or a tourist”
(p. 8). The responsibility of protecting the natural environment from such impacts
oftentimes falls on the local destination (Streimikiene et al., 2021). Milano et al. (2019)
highlight the inevitable controversial relationship between tourism, growth and
development, and the extent to which it builds resilience and adaptive capacities (see also
Cheer et al., 2019; Cheer & Lew, 2018; Lew & Cheer, 2017). Destinations traditionally
prioritize the implementation of economic sustainability focused on growth (Haid et al.,
2021). Economic growth is defined by an increase in real GDP per capita (Monsura &
Villaruz, 2021), and the use of GDP as a measurement of success or measurement of
sustainability has been challenged (see Kallis, 2011; Schneider et al., 2010). While
alternatives to development may criticize GDP accounting, they often propose different
social and ecological indicators as measurements of success.
Tourism’s role as a development tool has increased over the past several decades,
but tourism studies have historically explored new alternative pathways to economic
development that minimize negative externalities for destinations (Hall, 2009).
Specifically, these alternatives seek to address the environmental, social, and economic
consequences of conventional mass tourism. Academically, sustainable alternatives
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began to emerge in tourism studies around the late 1970s, in part, stemming from the
“much longer history of concern with inappropriate or unwanted tourism growth and the
changes it can bring to destinations dating back to the beginning of industrial tourism and
arguably even longer” (Hall, 2009, p. 46). In many ways the shortcomings of
sustainability within destinations stem from the term’s (1) ambiguity (Bulkeley et al.,
2013), (2) prioritization of economic growth over environmental protection (Adelman,
2017), (3) ubiquity across discourses and industries (Purvis et al., 2019), (4) inability to
coherently operationalize from theory (academia) to practice due to myriad
interpretations (Purvis et al., 2019), and (5) inability to achieve a daunting objective or
the nature of being a micro solution to a macro problem (Benson & Craig, 2014) . Thus,
more radical sustainable alternatives seek success in areas and goals where sustainability
has previously fallen short.
Degrowth
Degrowth has been explored as a sustainable alternative due to its fundamental
reduction of material throughput which reduces energy demand, making it easier to
accomplish a rapid transition to renewables. This ecological approach not only addresses
the climate change crisis, but also alleviates other pressures on the Earth’s ecological
boundaries (Hickel, 2021). Degrowth has been trending in Europe (Haller, 2020), and
Haller (2020) conducted a similar study on the relationship between growth and the
number of emissions – specifically, whether growth can continue in the same way and
whether pollutant emissions can be reduced under their current conditions. In addition,
Kallis et al. (2020) argue sustaining growth in Europe and North America is no longer
perceived as economically sound because of the social, ecological, and personal costs
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outweigh the benefits. Thus, similar to the findings of Bengochea-Morancho et al. (2001),
Haller (2020) found a change of paradigm and attitude appears necessary. However,
D'Alisa and Kallis (2020) noted that scholars writing about degrowth “advocate radical
policy and social change, but have no model to explain how, why, and under what
conditions such change could come about and what role the state would play in it” (p.1).
Parrique (2019) not only agrees that a degrowth transition requires both ingredients
(individual policies) and recipes (transition strategies), but also went as far to compile all
previous degrowth policy agendas (containing 232 policy proposals then divided into 60
goals, 32 objectives, and 140 instruments). The compilation was used for analysis and
was not intended to be an operational policy program for degrowth. However, from the
compilation emerged 19 themes for degrowth policy: consumption, education and
culture, energy, environment, food, geopolitics, governance, housing and regional
planning, indicators, inequality, international trade, money/banking/finance, population,
production and business, public services and facilities, transport, science and technology,
waste, and work. This study focuses primarily on capturing destination manager
perspectives on the example policies derived from the nine goals of degrowth reviewed
and condensed by Parrique (2019) to answer the “yes, but how” question. The nine goals
related to degrowth include (Parrique, 2019): Goal 1 sharing possessions (e.g., max.
income, max. wealth, basic income); Goal 2 democratic ownership of business (e.g.,
social enterprises); Goal 3 stewardship of nature (e.g., eco-limits); Goal 4 work time
reduction (e.g., shorter work week); Goal 5 decent work (e.g., self-management); Goal 6
postwork (e.g., job guarantee); Goal 7 monetary diversity (e.g., alternative currencies);
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Goal 8 sovereign banking (e.g., sovereign money); Goal 9 slow finance (e.g., limits on
financial transactions).
Although scholars debate various elements of degrowth policy in greater detail
(e.g., Healy et al., 2013; Piketty, 2019; Solé, 2015; Reichel & Seeberg, 2011; Richard,
2017), a brief description of each goal is provided in this study based on the findings and
guiding work of Parrique (2019) on degrowth. Specifically, the fundamental and
conceptual notions of degrowth include, (1) reduced consumption and production, (2)
limited use of technology, (3) low-carbon travel, (4) reduction of working hours, (5)
promotion of simpler alternative lifestyles, (6) improved community welfare, and (7)
increased human happiness (Andriotis, 2018). The primary aim of degrowth is to reduce
the overall economic activity, while understanding that when the renewable energy sector
grows, other economic activities would need to degrow (D'Alisa et al., 2015;
Heikkurinen, 2018). In addition to a focus on environmental protection, a degrowth
approach also gives the power back to the local community with a specific aim at
preserving the local sociocultural resources. Degrowth proposals do this by conforming
to the long-term interests of the local population instead of the short-term goals of an elite
minority (Hall, 2009). Proposals further seek to improve the community’s welfare and
increase overall happiness rather than increasing GDP –
a shift from aggregate quantitative growth to qualitative development.
There are, however, critiques of degrowth – similar to the term sustainability –
mostly centered around the ambiguity and confusion of the term’s multiple
interpretations (Van den Bergh, 2011), viability to influence political agendas, and
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effectiveness and efficiency for reducing environmental pressures (Van den Bergh, 2011,
Schwartzman, 2012). Despite critiques, degrowth tends to welcome the flexibility of its
term, and is viewed as an umbrella keyword and “a multi-faceted framework that gives
purpose and connects different policies and citizen initiatives” (Kallis, 2011, p. 874).
Sharing possessions
Sharing possessions as a goal involves assuring everyone has enough without no
one having too much. The idea that some people have “it” and others do not is one of the
problems that exist today. A degrowth agenda seeks for wealth (e.g., money, debt, assets,
and material possessions) to be redistributed. Redistribution means compensating for an
“unfair distribution of burdens and benefits in the past (Parrique, 2019, p. 528). This may
include adding new tax brackets concerning high income, introducing a ceiling on
personal wealth, and granting a monthly universal autonomy allowance composed of a
mix of national money, alternative currencies, and free access to goods and services (all
of them varying in quantity depending on factors such as age, health status, affluence,
ecological footprint, activity, and geography) – as proposed and even more specifically
outlined by Parrique (2019). The four objectives associated with sharing possessions are
(1) reducing income disparities, (2) reducing wealth disparities, (3) sharing objects, and
(4) ensuring universal provision so that everyone can satisfy their fundamental needs.
Parrique (2019) suggests achieving these objectives by (1) setting a progressive tax on
income with a 100% cap above €90,000 per year, (2) setting a progressive tax on wealth
with a 100% cap above €2 million, (3) a universal autonomy allowance ranging from
€500 to €1,000 per month granted in a mix of national currency, alternative currency, and
free access to goods, services, and amenities.
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Democratic ownership of business
The goal of democratic ownership of business traditionally involves people who
are working in cooperation to produce goods and services. Thus, the ideal firm of a
traditional growth-seeking economy is for-profit, shareholder directed and publicly
traded, private, as well as often large and transnational corporation (typical of the U.S.).
This can be problematic for several reasons further explained by Parrique (2019, p. 540),
but a replacement model has yet to be agreed upon. Successful non-growing companies
do exist, however, as highlighted by Liesen et al. (2015) with examples from Germany.
Few studies have focused on criticism of growth at the business level; however,
Leonhardt et al. (2017) found that owner-managers of non-growing firms see growth as
unnecessary. Not only is the de-prioritization of the pursuit of profits one of the
objectives of the social enterprises for degrowth, but also the redistribution of ownership
and governance of companies and the assurance that businesses remain small in power,
size, and scale. To achieve this, Parrique (2019) suggests (1) increasing taxation on
profits and grant tax credits to social enterprises, (2) becoming more selective in public
procurement, and (3) redistributing business ownership through a nationalization-tosocialization.
Stewardship of nature
The stewardship of nature goal is where the “analytical power of degrowth is fully
realized as it enables to address economic inequality at its roots: the initial allocation of
property rights regarding certain assets such as land, natural resources, or knowledge”
(Parrique, 2019, p. 564). One of the main problems addressed in this goal is the shift to
the privatization of nature that has led to its exploitation (Harvey, 2003). Property can
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even more easily be seized if the property does not belong to anyone. Parrique (2019)
provides the example for context: “I can burn as much fossil fuels as I want because the
climate belongs to no one and so no one can hold me accountable” (p. 566) – making
most ecosystems vulnerable. The main point behind this goal, therefore, is that certain
assets should not be turned into private property, and degrowth involves both a retraction
of private property on a number of frontiers (helping decommoditization) and the
protection of certain assets from private appropriation (resisting commoditization). Thus,
the stewardship of nature involves (1) limiting extraction and (2) limiting excretion.
Parrique (2019) suggests an emission cap and trade scheme in which (1) the society-wide
cap should be decreasing in time, (2) a certain number of emissions are granted as a
universal allowance to all residents and auctioned to institutional energy users via pricecontrolled auctions, and (3) emissions allowances are tradable by individuals in a pricecontrolled secondary market.
Work time reduction
Degrowth views labor, work, and employment differently with play, leisure, and
unemployment being their opposites as context. As stated in Parrique (2019), degrowth
defines work as one specific form of labor (e.g., labor becomes work when it is
constrained – would not perform the task without the external incentive to do so – in the
sense of being determined outside of the self), and employment is a specific type of work
that is framed by an official contract (i.e., a job). The work time reduction goal may
include: (1) shorter working life (either lower the age of retirement or postpone the start
of working life with, for example, longer studies or gap years for travelling); (2) shorter
working year or month (longer breaks between periods of employment, either for
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holidays, parental and sick leaves, sabbaticals, or education and training breaks – for
example, paid holidays, or one year off for every decade of work as presented by Felber
(2015)); (3) shorter working week (3-day weekend proposed by Srnicek and Williams
(2015), Friday’s off by Kallis et al. (2013), or 4-day workweek by Larrouturou and Méda
(2016) and O’Neill (2017)); (4) shorter working day (for example a 4, 5, or 6 hour days,
extending breaks, or even establishing designated nap time).
The objectives of work time reduction include (1) sharing employment, (2)
reducing throughput, and (3) liberating time. According to Parrique (2019), work time
reduction for degrowth should (1) aim at reducing time spent in paid employment by half,
(2) take Friday off, introduce a 6-hour workday, a daily nap, national and regional red
days, and work breaks, (3) be decided upon collectively, (4) be established at the highest
possible level (most likely national), (5) have upper limits as mandatory laws but leave
the choice of which hours to decrease to workers, and (6) be financed by a decrease in
wage only for high-pay workers, company contributions, and a recycling of the current
State’s work-related expenses. Not only are these policy changes intended to reduce
energy throughput, but they may also support people wishing to do more things outside
of work (e.g., encourage more active citizenship).
Because degrowth is considered a sustainable alternative to traditional growth and
development, the four key areas of degrowth (sharing possessions, democratic ownership,
stewardship, work time) explored in this study may also be considered areas of achieving
sustainability. Research exploring concepts of degrowth in the context of destination
management is limited (see Blázquez-Salom et al., 2019; Çakar & Uzut, 2020). Although
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degrowth is often an after-thought response to managing overtourism, particularly for
tourism saturated cities such as Amsterdam, Barcelona, Venice, and Reykjavík (Milano et
al., 2019), degrowth is also emerging as a research and praxis agenda with a particular
interest in tourism within destinations (Fletcher et al., 2019). While many popular
international cities explore the degrowth agenda as a solution to the consequences of
overtourism, continued degrowth research may also be resourceful and enlightening for
destinations considering the implications of growth on the environment.
Degrowth within Destination Management
As the concept of sustainable tourism grew from the early 1990s so did
discussions surrounding environmental concerns in the context of impact assessment,
ecotourism, nature-based tourism, and changes for the sake of climate change (Gössling
& Hall, 2006; Hall, 2009). Hall (2009) proposed “the contribution of tourism to
sustainable development should be understood in the context of degrowth processes that
offer an alternative discourse to the economism paradigm that reifies economic growth in
terms of GDP” (Hall, 2009, p. 46). Degrowth as a concept has only recently entered the
destination management discourse. A case study by Cakar and Uzut (2020) with key
tourism stakeholders in Istanbul, Turkey found that demarketing and applying
“localhood” tourism activities are key drivers behind degrowth. The study’s findings also
confirmed that degrowth is one solution in response to the concept of overtourism (Cakar
& Uzut, 2020). Andriotis (2018) defined degrowth specifically in a tourism context as:
The voluntary transition from one state to another that calls to re(build)
destinations and local economies in a way in which the exploitation of resources,
the direction of consumption and production, institutional changes and the
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orientation of technological development are minimal, controlled and in harmony
with the environment. It involves people whose use of personal time enhances the
richness of the experience through traveling less, more slowly and using low
carbon transport, and at the same time supporting the environment and the local
economy and exploring the local culture. Degrowth has as an end goal to
distribute equally the benefits of any tourism initiative for all stakeholders
involved. (Andriotis, 2018)
Degrowth in a destination management context is based on an “ideology of opposition to
conventional mass tourism and prevention of the exploitation of the local community”
(Andriotis, 2018, p. 14). Thus, destinations using a degrowth framework would reject
standardized services, commoditized tourism products or western travel amenities. While
modern day tourism travel is more efficient and affordable, Andriotis (2018) notes that
early travelers used “low-carbon means of transport (horses and carriages) and basic
amenities – and paid high attention to the travel experience and education abroad” (p.1).
Twentieth century technological advances led to the development of air transport, and
even space tourism (Gierczak, 2011, p. 275).
In the very few cases where active policies have pursued controlling growth in
tourism, “the emphasis is still on short-term management of pressing and urgent critical
problems, with a priority on costly infrastructure investments and less on managing the
causes of these problems often rooted in growth patterns” (Coccossis & Mexa, 2017, para
2). After conducting a degrowth analysis from 2014-2019, Valdivielso and Moranta
(2019, p. 1876) identified two different approaches to tourism degrowth: 1) tourism
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degrowth has been used by socio-environmental platforms as a byword for
detourisfication (process of lessening tourism impacts) and the politicization of the
hegemonic consensus on tourism, and 2) degrowth has been adopted as a green washing
rhetoric in order to justify public policies aimed at tourist decongestion through
deseasonalizing, while promoting tourism expansion. Although seen as a solution to
overtourism, tourism pressures, and even gentrification, tourism degrowth has also
“helped new democratic political subjects to coalesce and organize in civil society”
(Valdivielso & Moranta, p. 1876). Especially now when destinations are challenged with
managing the implications from the pandemic, degrowth may be a long-term strategy for
destinations to shift away from business as usual (Panzer-Krause, 2019). Thus, the
perspectives of destination managers are important for understanding the potential for
future degrowth policies in a destination management capacity.
Methods
This qualitative study focuses on destination managers working for DMOs across
the U.S. and captures their perspectives on the concept of degrowth and various degrowth
policies aligned with the goals of degrowth. A pragmatic approach (see Ramanadhan et
al., 2021) was employed given the focus of the study on grounded theory and a degrowth
framework, and the timing of the phenomenological study which was in the middle of the
global pandemic. The study included in-depth semi-structured interviews with destination
managers across the U.S.
Recruitment and sampling
A list of possible DMOs was compiled for each state using a Google search
engine. DMOs followed at least one of the parameters set forth by Ali and Frew (2014):
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(1) continental DMO responsible for the management of tourism in a continent defined
for that purpose; (2) regional DMO also known as Regional Tourism Organizations,
responsible for the management of tourism in a geographic region defined for that
purpose; (3) national DMO also known as National Tourism Organizations, responsible
for management of tourism of a country; (4) local DMO, responsible for the management
of tourism based on a smaller geographic area or city/town; (5) local attraction DMO
responsible for the management of tourism based on an attraction or local feature of a
geographic area or city/town. DMOs were then chosen at random to be contacted for
participation in the study. Destination managers who held an upper management position
within the DMO were targeted given the depth of knowledge a “President/CEO,” “Vice
President” or “Director” has about the destination and the role of the DMO. To gain
various perspectives from across the country, this study aimed to interview destination
managers from each of the five regions of the United States (Southwest, Northeast, West,
Midwest, and Southeast). At least 75% of the states in each region was represented in the
study. According to the categories of DMOs described by Ali and Frew (2014), 40% of
the sample identified as a regional DMO and 60% of the sample identified as a local
DMO. The sample size for the study included 42 destination managers who voluntarily
participated in the interviews that were conducted via telephone and later transcribed.
Data collection procedures
Prior to the interviews, the purpose of the study, data processing and handling, as
well as the procedure of the interview were explained to each DMO manager. The
interviews were conducted as a video/audio call since most employees were teleworking
due to the COVID-19 pandemic, however, only the audio was recorded. Each interview
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lasted, on average, one hour and six minutes. Participants were not only asked to
define/describe (1) growth, (2) sustainability, and (3) degrowth, but also their level of
agreement with degrowth policies related to the goals of degrowth. For example,
participants were asked to record from strongly disagree to strongly agree their level of
agreeance with eco-bans (e.g., banning toxic products such as pesticides and plastic bags,
and advertisement, for environment-intensive products). All participants were encouraged
to discuss items of interview in more detail, provide examples, and to treat the interview
as a conversation. Of the nine goals mentioned in degrowth literature, as found by the
work of Parrique (2019), this study focused primarily on four goals: (1) sharing
possessions, (2) democratic ownership of business, (3) stewardship of nature, and (4)
work-time reduction – as a starting place for further exploration and because of their
relevance to destination management related to policy and organizational management.
After each interview, the responses were recorded and analyzed at the same time to allow
the researcher to make real-time judgements about further data collection (such as
whether or not theoretical saturation had been reached). Inductive coding was employed
allowing for the codes and themes to emerge from the content of the data. The data was
organized using the software MaxQDA to help link the emergent themes to the respective
participant responses. Additionally, analytic memos and notes were used to record any
researcher thoughts or to help make connections within the content. The findings from
DMO manager perspectives capture the current state of sustainable perspectives after
decades of pushing for sustainable change. The methodology of this study allowed for
flexibility as well as a detailed examination of particular instances across a smaller group
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of cases. With an interpretive underpinning, the researcher sought to understand the
participants and their perspectives on the topics explored rather than try to explain or find
causality in the themes that emerged from the interviews. To limit bias in the creation of
codes and themes, direct quotes from the data were used to understand the perspectives of
destination managers, rather than using any previous assumptions or hypotheses.
Findings and Discussion
Understanding how major concepts – including growth, sustainability, and
degrowth – are understood in destination management, is important for operationalizing
more alternative or radical sustainable agendas, such as degrowth. Themes, listed in
Table 5.1 and discussed below, emerged when destination managers were asked to
define/describe growth and sustainability.
Table 5.1
Coded themes that emerged from the data when destination managers were asked for
their definition/description of growth, sustainability, and degrowth.
Growth
Themes
Thriving year-round
Increased travel to less busy areas of the destination
Increased visitor numbers
Association to overtourism
Circle of influence/Outreach
Adding vendors
Needing more staff
Increase in funding/budget
Retention of visitors
Ability to invest in the community
Sustainability
Protecting resources for continued use
Sustaining the community
Robust funds
Values align with resident values
Good stewardship
Creating Instagram moments
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Reputation
Feasible projects
Opposite of unsustainable
Degrowth
Assumptions*
Pandemic related
Recession
Loss of agriculture
Needed for overtourism
Not good
Losing business
Losing revenue
Losing population
(De)stination growth
Everything opposite of growth in all aspects
Growth
The perspectives of growth were not surprising due to the similarities to
traditional dominant growth paradigms – growing in people, growing in numbers,
growing in resources (staff, budget), growing too much (overtourism), reaching more
places (less busy) within the destination, extending growth throughout the year, etc.;
however, the themes for growth may be surprising given the decades spent on
sustainability. Despite one participant mentioning the connection of growth to
overtourism, none of the participants mentioned or made the connection to a limitation of
growth or a potential negative consequence to growth when discussing growth as a
concept. Additionally, growth was portrayed as good and increased growth was viewed
as success for a destination. The primary response related to growth (mentioned by 64%
of participants) involved the ultimate goal of economic growth, captured in essence by
one destination manager’s definition/description of growth: “For us growth is all about
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bringing in new visitors who are spending more money, retaining those visitors, and then
using profits to grow even more in numbers. If our numbers are up from last year and
sectors are increasing, we are doing good” (Participant 23).
Neither sustainable growth nor the environment was mentioned explicitly in the
responses for growth and most of the themes that emerged from the data were
quantitatively oriented (e.g., increase visitation, increase budget/funding). This finding
supports existing evidence that tourism follows a common volume growth logic
(UNWTO, 2019) that underpins the global economy in its entirety (Schmelzer 2017).
According to many scholars, however, this logic remains problematic for destinations
pursuing decarbonization objectives (Gössling & Higham, 2021; Hall 2009). The findings
suggest growth is ultimately perceived as good and reaching growth goals were reflective
of success for destinations.
Because the tourism industry is imbedded in the responsibilities of destination
management, tourism growth was also explored in the study. Although 88% of
participants did not think tourism was growing too fast in their destination, Participant 3
made it clear that “if you ask residents, they’ll all agree: we will share [our destination],
but you have to leave – you can’t stay.” Regarding growth, however, destination mangers
did express more hesitancy when discussing tourism development. 60% of destination
mangers do not agree that tourism development always protects wildlife and the natural
environment, and 43% felt that tourism development in their destination does not
promote positive environmental ethics. With a 60-40 split, 60% of destination managers
agree tourism in their destination is developed in harmony with the natural environment,
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while the other 40% did not agree with this statement. The findings captured the
persistent challenge of the tourism industry to attract tourists while also protecting the
environment. According to Horng et al. (2018), tourism companies have a responsibility
to maintain the environment and conserve the culture of a destination to operate
sustainability over the long-term. Thus, this study emphasizes the potential role of
destination managers in a destination’s pursuit of sustainability within a tourism context.
Sustainability
Despite sustainability existing as a concept for several decades, and overtourism
trending as a major concern for destinations pre-pandemic, definitions/descriptions for
sustainability still focused on growth or non-environmental themes. Even when one
participant mentioned protecting resources it was described as a temporary pause in use
so that the destination can continuously use the resource(s): “Sustainability from my
perspective is protecting our resources so we can continue to use them. Our resources and
attractions are what bring people in and provide us with funds that allow us to reinvest
back into the community, so I think if we temporarily take a step back it is only to help us
take three steps forward in the future” (Participant 40). One of the more surprising
findings was that the environment was never explicitly mentioned when participants were
asked about sustainability.
Additional themes instead included: (1) sustaining the community, (2) robust
funds, (3) resident values, (4) stewardship, (5) “instagrammable” (social media)
moments, (6) reputation, (7) feasibility, and (8) the opposite of unsustainable.
Community was most commonly referenced in the sustainability themes. Participant 2
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described good stewards of their destination as ensuring visitors understand the value of
their destination. For many destinations managers sustainability may also be viewed as
staying relevant, as one participant said, “Sustainability for us is making instagrammable
moments for our visitors” (Participant 5). Although no additional information was given
by Participant 5, their response does seem to imply a connection between sustainability
and creating a visitor experience that reaches other potential visitors through social media
or other marketing avenues. Most of these themes, however, can be traced back to the
ultimate goal of generating revenue: “Having robust funds means we stay in the game
longer” (Participant 34). The lack of depth or the evidence that environmental
sustainability is not at the forefront of destination managers’ responses may be troubling
for those looking to reach aggressive environmental goals in less than a decade (see Paris
Agreement, Architecture 2030, United Nation’s 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development, Glasgow Declaration on Climate Change in Tourism, Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change). Despite the inability or forgetfulness to connect sustainability
to the environment in the responses, 77% of destination managers agree there should be
laws designated to the rights of nature (e.g., ecocide in law, UNESCO-like protection,
animal rights). Although all participants rated the sustainability of travel and tourism in
destination management as extremely important, 45% of participants did not agree that
their destination’s natural environment was being protected now and for the future. Thus,
environmental sustainability is valued but not at the forefront of perspectives when
discussing relevant concepts; therefore, there may be (1) a disconnect between values and
perspectives (e.g., destination managers value the environment, but don’t integrate their
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values into their perspectives), (2) a general lack of knowledge (e.g., destination
managers don’t connect the impacts of growth on the environment), or (3) sustainability
may not be as valuable to destination managers as reported.
Degrowth
Because capitalist economies are designed to grow, capitalist economies become
unstable when they do not grow (see Jackson, 2008). Therefore, degrowth is traditionally
viewed as a more “radical” sustainable agenda because of the significant social, cultural,
and political changes it entails (Kallis, 2017). Although degrowth is envisioned for a
post-capitalism economy – as it gains popularity in European countries – exploring the
radicalness of the concept helped to capture and frame the current perspectives of
sustainability from U.S. destination managers. None of the participants had heard of
degrowth as a concept or social movement. All of the assumptions of degrowth were
perceived as negative (except one participant who thought it could be a solution to
overtourism) and included: (1) pandemic-related, (2) recession, (3) loss of agriculture, (4)
not good, (5) loss of business, (6) loss of revenue, (7) loss of population, (8) standing for
destination growth, and (9) everything opposite of growth in all aspects. Although the
degrowth movement may not view some of these themes as negative or inaccurate
assumptions, the consensus from participants was that degrowth was bad – or certainly
not a good thing.
Four degrowth goals with corresponding policies were explored in this study,
ordered from most to least popular among destination managers, include: (1) work time
reduction, (2) stewardship of nature, (3) sharing possessions, and lastly (4) democratic
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ownership of business. Findings, as listed in Table 5.2, reveal destination managers agree
the most with potential degrowth policies within the work time reduction goal (42%
agree with job-sharing, 63% agreed with nap rights, 70% agree with democratic holiday
creation, 81% agree with a legal workweek, 92% agree to rights to part-time, and 100%
agreed to Sunday non-work agreements) – perhaps unsurprising given the immediate
benefit to the employee from these policies (e.g., more time leisure and paid time off,
longer breaks, more help, etc.). As one participant shared, “I wouldn’t mind a four-day
workweek with a three-day weekend. I’d like to think I would be more productive but
also enjoy life a little more” (Participant 37).
The findings also reveal which policies destination managers disagree with the
most, such as setting a maximum income (98%), autonomy allowance (97%) (e.g., local
currency and collectivization of public utilities), and consumer support (87%) (e.g.,
boycott of non-social enterprises and solidarity finance). Although there were no
significant differences across regions, understanding which policies are more accepted
across the country may be useful to destination managers in pursuit of their sustainable
strategies. One example of this may be the preference of eco-bans (e.g., banning toxic
products such as pesticides and plastic bags and advertisement for environment-intensive
products) to eco-taxes (e.g., feebate for cars and tax on non-recyclable materials). In
response to eco-taxation, one participant said, “Taxing never goes over well for anybody.
The feeling is we already pay enough” (Participant 21). Another participant added to this,
stating, “We already have policies that ban certain cleaning products used in our
organization and we are intentional with the products and vendors we use with our
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events. I don’t think the community is ready for taxes with these things” (Participant 23).
Asking this question also prompted a brief reflection by one participant: “We only buy
sustainably sourced products for our facilities, meetings, and events, but I guess that now
has me thinking why we don’t hold the public just as accountable” (Participant 20).
Whether or not DMOs realize it, they may be implementing some elements of
degrowth agendas already. In addition to eco-bans, for example, a destination manager
uses job sharing as an “important” tool for allowing “some positions to share job
responsibilities and be able to trade off workloads as needed” (Participant 11). Thus,
there are examples of degrowth policies, or elements of degrowth (“degrowth-inspired”)
that exist in destination management; however, DMOs in the U.S. have a much more
complex and intensive transformation before claiming a degrowth agenda. Despite not
adopting degrowth as a whole concept and movement, destination managers have the
ability to implement more degrowth policies in the future. 82% of destination managers
reported they feel they either have (1) the final say when it comes to policy, or (2) give
recommendations to whomever they report to (e.g., board of directors, county
administrator, city council); thus, destination managers may have strong policy
implementation influence.
Table 5.2
Outlines degrowth policies proposed by scholars and lists the percentage of destination
managers from the sample size (N=42) who agree with the policies. All participants were
given a description of each policy.
Sharing Possessions
Maximum wealth (e.g., debt cancellation, citizen debt wealth
62%
fund)
2%

Maximum income (constitutional change)
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7%
38%
Democratic
Ownership of
Business
33%
14%
Stewardship of
Nature
44%
67%
33%
76%

Autonomy allowance (e.g., local currency, collectivization of
public utilities)
Sharing objects (e.g., co-housing and shared living spaces)

Public support (e.g., corporate taxation, max size for firms,
control of mergers, dismantle corporations)
Consumer support (e.g., buycott of non-social enterprises,
investment, solidary finance)
Emission cap scheme (e.g., eco-tariffs, price controls on
permits, auction mechanism)
Eco-bans (e.g., banning toxic products such as pesticides and
plastic bags, and advertisement for environment-intensive
products)
Eco-taxes (e.g., feebate for cars, tax on non-recyclable
materials)
Rights of nature in law (e.g., ecocide in law, UNESCO-like
protection, animal rights)

Work Time
Reduction
Rights to part-time
90%
Legal workweek
81%
Democratic holiday creation
71%
Nap rights
62%
Job-sharing
43%
Sunday non-work agreements
100%
After decades of pushing for more sustainable change, how do U.S. destination managers
perceive more radical sustainable policies? Findings suggest the majority of destination
managers not only hold a traditional dominant growth perspective, but they also disagree
with most degrowth policies. Despite participants not knowing what degrowth was as a
concept and/or social movement (their assumptions previously listed in Table 5.1),
individual policies were explored to capture the perspectives on individual policies that
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follow a degrowth agenda. Thus, this study was able to determine which degrowth
policies were perceived more or less positively by destination managers. This information
may be helpful to destination managers interested in pursuing more radical sustainable
policies, but who wish to start with the policies more accepted and appealing to their
peers across the U.S.
Conclusion
One challenge for destination managers with a dominant, largely quantitative
growth perspective is how to manage their destination’s tourism growth system with the
looming global need to fully decarbonize over the coming 30 years (in line with other
economic sectors) to reach sustainable goals of stabilizing climate change and other
environmental externalities (IPCC, 2018). The study by Gössling and Higham (2021)
specifically highlighted “the foremost role destination managers must play in building
prosperous and resilient low-carbon tourism destination systems” (p. 1167). In November
2021, global influential leaders in travel and tourism (i.e., VisitScotland, Norway, and
Skyscanner) signed the Glasgow Declaration on Climate Change in Tourism – a
commitment to cut emissions in half by 2030 (and reach net zero by 2050). While the
direct role destination managers play in moving sustainability (i.e., sustainable policy)
forward for the travel and tourism industry remains largely unknown, there is no doubt
that destination managers have the potential for influencing or implementing more
sustainable change for destinations across the U.S. The question then becomes whether or
not destination managers will step up to the challenge or remain stuck in a traditional,
dominant growth paradigm in which we currently reside in an environmental crisis.
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Degrowth policy may not be the answer, but a sustainable shift in the perspectives of
destination managers is likely needed in reaching global goals for the industry. The
findings from this study, however, show that destination managers still view degrowth
policy as “radical” and unlikely to be adopted in their destinations – despite the concept
and policies of degrowth gaining traction in other countries. Although the concept of
degrowth seems negative and unimaginable to destination managers – yet the path of the
Earth has made little progress since sustainability was introduced in the 1970s.
While this study’s purpose intended to capture the current perspectives of
destination managers and explore the potential for degrowth policy in the U.S. at the
destination level, future studies may focus specifically on introducing degrowth and its
full agenda to destination managers to specifically identify which elements of degrowth
have a place, if at all, in the travel and tourism industry. For example, demarketing is a
strategy often associated with degrowth – and was implemented by some destinations
during the pandemic – thus, destination managers may now have more insight into
degrowth policies after experiences the pandemic. Although most destination managers
in the U.S. assume negatively about degrowth now, this may change moving forward as
policies previously deemed “radical” start to gain even more traction to meet future
sustainability goals.
This is also not to say destination managers did not find sustainability important –
it was simply not at the forefront of their responses and there was an evident lack of
environmental protection when discussing growth and sustainability. Themes that
emerged from growth and sustainability were lackluster, and highlighted the lack of
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sustainability, particularly involving the environment, in the realm of destination
management. While there are DMOs that exist with destination managers who value
sustainability and implement sustainable plans and policies, there remains a need for
destination managers to create more impactful sustainable change through proactive
destination management as opposed to primarily focusing on quantitative growth in
visitation and numbers. Gössling and Higham (2021) provide destination managers with
concrete steps for framing a low-carbon, high-value, resilient tourism economy: (1)
reducing leakage (e.g., platform economy, bonus programs, payment systems,
franchises), (2) lowering carbon (e.g., average distance travelled, transport efficiencies,
transport modal shifts, length of stay), and (3) adding value (e.g., expenditure by market,
low-carbon products such as activities and local food, and air passenger duties)
(illustrated on p. 1172). Additionally, destination managers may further explore other
agendas trending outside of the U.S., such as degrowth agendas as introduced in this
study, to glean from other potential sustainable strategies and contribute to the current
global environmental goals.
Limitations and future research
Despite the intentionality of asking participants qualitative, open-ended questions
about growth, sustainability, and degrowth to understand their perspectives, this could
also be seen as a limitation. Future studies could specifically make the connection for
destination managers in asking “what does sustainability mean for you in regard to
growth?” or more directly “does your definition/description of sustainability include
environmental protection and if so, how so?”
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CHAPTER SIX
DISCUSSIONS AND LIMITATIONS
Chapter three, “Managing destinations amidst a health crisis: Perspectives,
priorities, and responsibilities of destination managers across the U.S.,” explored the
questions (1) How has destination management been impacted by the global COVID-19
pandemic? and (2) Has COVID-19 been ‘the event’ that paves way for substantial
changes in policy within destination management resulting in long-term environmental
benefits? Despite the economic slowdown, the lockdown was seen as “a boon for the
environment to revive” with a call to “align the people, economy, and environment
strategically” (Debata, 2020, p.1). Findings, however, suggested (1) rather than a “pause
in travel” as predicted (see Benjamin et al., 2020 and Gössling et al., 2020), destination
managers alternatively experienced a “shift in travel” to outdoor recreation – including a
shift away from traditional marketing efforts, (2) none of the destination managers
reported the COVID-19 pandemic as an opportunity to transform sustainable policy
within destination management, (3) 86% of destination managers reported a negative
impact on their destination’s environment, and lastly (4) the responsibilities, perspectives,
and priorities of destination managers remain dominantly pro-growth with a strong intent
to return to pre-pandemic growth levels as soon as possible (business as usual).
The increase in outdoor recreation during the pandemic is further supported by the
recent work of Ferguson et al. (2022), which reported an approximate 61% increase
during the summer of 2020 at the height of the pandemic. Landry et al. (2020, p. 444)
explain that an increase in outdoor recreation may be attributed to (1) more people
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working from home or becoming unemployed, allowing more time available for leisure
activities, (2) some indoor leisure activities (such as movie theaters, museums, and
shopping malls) became restricted, and finally, (3) by the summer of 2020, congregating
outside was deemed safer than indoors.
The qualitative study of chapter three also highlighted the primary responsibilities
of destination managers, how they measure success, and the top priorities for their
destinations currently and beyond COVID-19. The research concluded that destination
managers of DMOs across the country experience diversity and a depth of challenges in
destination management – regardless of being in a pandemic, but especially when in a
pandemic. DMOs are expected to not only navigate a significant degree of uncertainty
due to shifts in funding, but also govern varying scales of destinations on a global level
(Laesser & Beritelli, 2013). Additionally, Zavattaro & Adams (2016) identified four
major challenges experienced by DMOs: (1) personnel, (2) technological, (3) political,
and (4) educational. These challenges, along with the on-going threats to the external
environment of a DMO and changes to the industry’s markets and structures, continue to
challenge DMOs to change in fundamental ways (Gretzel et al., 2006).
The fundamental ways in which the pandemic might or might not have impacted
DMOs for the long-term remains unknown; however, 88% of destination managers didn’t
feel as though the pandemic allowed for an opportunity to make significant changes to
sustainable policy and a return to business as usual seems imminent. Thus, sustainability
transformations add another dimension of challenge for DMOs (Davis-Peccoud et al.,
2016).
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The research questions for chapter four, “Competitive by Nature: Re-imagining
destination competitiveness as a long-term sustainable strategy for destination
management organizations,” included (1) How do destination managers operationalize
sustainability concepts and incorporate them into their policies? and (2) How can
established elements of destination competitiveness and sustainable tourism assist in
determining the level of sustainability for DMOs? Findings from chapter four include: (1)
destination managers minimally incorporate their sustainability concepts into their
policies, but typically do so through sustainability plans; (2) 69% (29 of 42) of the
destination managers fell within the dominant, traditional growth paradigm; (3) 31% (13
of 42) of destination managers fell within the thin version category of sustainability; and
(4) 0% (0 of 42) of the destination managers interviewed were assigned to the radical
sustainability paradigm or thick version of sustainability. Although many of the ‘thin’
destination managers have accompanying sustainability plans or policies, the traditional
growth-minded perspectives of destination managers hindered their ability to be
considered a thick version of sustainability. Achieving a high level of sustainability is
difficult, however, even for companies with transformative sustainable programs, as
reported by Davis-Peccoud et al. (2016), which only achieve or exceed just 2% of their
aims. And yet the call for DMOs to embrace stewardship and sustainability continues to
grow (Morgan, 2012; Morrison, 2013).
Chapter five, “Growth, sustainability, and degrowth: Perspectives from
destination managers across the U.S.,” include the research questions (1) How do
destination managers perceive major concepts such as growth, sustainability, and
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degrowth? and (2) What are the perspectives of destination managers across the U.S. on
degrowth policy? and (3) What is the current potential for degrowth or degrowthinspired policies to enter destination management? Findings from chapter five centered
around the lack of knowledge destination managers had on degrowth as a concept. While
this finding isn’t surprising, it did highlight the assumptions destination managers have
towards degrowth – to summarize: “increased numbers, good... degrowth, bad.” Because
of the negative assumption associated with the term degrowth, other names have been
proposed to replace it, such as “rebirth” (see Krpan & Basso, 2021). According to Noam
Chomsky from a 2013 interview (as cited by Drews & Antal, 2016), degrowth may
frighten people or imply people will be poorer tomorrow than they are today – while
simultaneously struggling to understand that it actually means improving your life. How
degrowth is interpreted and communicated in language has a general impact on public
policy (Drews & Antal, 2016), and multiple interpretations of the term may come across
as ambiguous and perhaps confusing (O’Neill, 2012; Van den Berg, 2011). Yet it is
important to note that degrowth is not designed to be put in a box, or to be defined one
way. One who understands degrowth, acknowledges that it has multiple interpretations
(D’Alisa et al., 2014).
Likewise, Schneider et al. (2010) claim that degrowth aspires to be a multidimensional concept with a variety of interpretations, open for public debate and
proposals for practical solutions. Although traditional sustainability efforts seek to
harmonize the economy, environment, and society, degrowth situates society within
limits set by nature. Therefore, I take the stance that degrowth focuses on the well-being
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of people only after prioritizing the environment, which is why the policies of degrowth
are focused on environmental limitations. In contrast to the traditional sustainable Venn
diagram or three pillar model that gives equal weight to the economy, environment, and
society, I interpret degrowth to adopt another perspective of sustainability as illustrated in
Figure 6.1 in which both the economy and society are constrained by environmental
limits.

Figure 6.1. The relationship between the three pillars of sustainability, in which both
economy and society are constrained by environmental limits.
Despite none of the destination managers knowing about degrowth as a concept
before the interview, this study highlighted a possibility for certain degrowth policies to
be adopted within U.S. destination management. Instead of a complete degrowth agenda
(not suited for a capitalistic economy), DMOs could adopt degrowth-inspired agendas
that include some of the degrowth policies or elements of degrowth since a full degrowth
agenda is not designed for a capitalistic system. Degrowth, as well as other proposed
solutions to environmental degradation (e.g., blue growth, green growth, a-growth), have
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the potential to influence the future of DMOs and their organizational strategy. At a
minimum, DMOs should be exploring alternative sustainable strategies to stay innovative
and to compete sustainably in the long term.
Despite degrowth gaining popularity in other countries, such as those in Europe,
and destinations across the U.S. experiencing extreme stretches of overtourism (which
can bring problems, such as threats to water supply, increased pollution, and
deforestation), the concept of degrowth has only recently entered the social and political
realms of destination management. However, there was hope for supporters of degrowth
in U.S. destination management because there were policies of degrowth that had more
support from destination managers (e.g., work time reduction) than others (e.g., consumer
support) – which may prove as the starting point for degrowth strategists wanting to
understand DMOs across the U.S. better. This study draws particular attention to the role
and responsibility of destination managers in the implementation of sustainability: Whose
responsibility is it to create the sustainable change needed to save the world? It is a
loaded question, but often the responsibility of protecting the natural environment, and
limiting the negative environmental impacts, falls on the local destination (Streimikiene
et al., 2021).
Although destination managers acknowledged a sense of influence in decisionmaking, it was particularly interesting to understand the perspectives of destination
managers – leaders of the tourism industry at the destination level – on major topics, such
as growth, sustainability, and degrowth. Because destination managers are responsible for
marketing and driving visitors into a destination, it was not surprising that destination
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managers remain pro-growth and push to drive numbers forward. The surprising part of
the research, however, is in the lackluster effort to protect the environment even after
decades of pushing sustainable agendas. Thus, as DMOs shift from marketing to
management, there may be more emphasis on sustainable strategies for environmental
protection.
Based on the results of this study and a review of existing literature, the following
are areas for consideration when drafting policies focused on environmental protection in
destination management: (1) clear definition of terms, (2) the power of destination
influence, (3) shed the radical and all-or-nothing stigma, (4) global implications of
destination policy.
Clear Definitions of Terms
How one destination interprets terms compared to another destination may
influence their policy implementation. For example, if a destination manager interprets
sustainability as creating “instagrammable moments” (Participant 5), or creating social
media buzz, which can be linked to an increase in visitation, then this may do little to
protect the environment compared to those who view sustainability as an industry
responsibility to protect a destination’s resources for future generations. Likewise, how
destinations perceive and interpret destination competitiveness could influence their
sustainability strategies. For example, if a destination manager views competitiveness as
only growth, acquisition, or a general increase in numbers, then it would seem unlikely
that the destination will remain sustainable, and thus competitive, for the long-term.
However, the need to grow is not random. Capitalist economies are designed to grow,
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just as DMOs with traditional marketing objectives are designed to grow. Yet, capitalist
economies become unstable when they do not grow (see Jackson, 2008), which seems to
be the primary fear of DMOs who continuously adopt the “grow or die” mentality.
However, if “grow” meant radical change, it is likely DMOs would rather die. And in
contrast, the residents of a small town who want to keep the economic development at
bay, protect the limited natural resources, and keep the small-town charm intact
oftentimes see rapid growth as “radical” (see Cohen & Sanyal, 2007, p. 230).
Understanding and clearly defining such terms as a destination marketing/management
organization could prove pivotal when deciding on sustainable policies and strategies –
particularly in the interest of the environment and the resources within a destination.
The Power of Destination Influence
It is impossible to deny the external influence and potential political constraints of
destination managers as industry leaders at the destination level; however, the study in
chapter three found that 82% of destination managers reported they felt they either have
(1) the final say when it comes to policy, or (2) give recommendations to whomever they
report to (e.g., board of directors, county administrator, city council). This finding
suggests destination managers have significant power or hold a leadership role within
their destination and may be able to create more sustainable change and implement more
sustainable policy. To this regard, it is plausible to ask if destination managers and their
respective DMOs are doing enough to protect the environment for future generations.
Findings from chapter two suggest DMOs could be operating their organizations at a
higher level of sustainability (towards a thin or thick version of sustainability).
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Although the DMO perspectives (responses to the interviews) and sustainability
policy influenced this dissertation’s discussion, there are more practical, applied ideas
that can help DMOs progress. In addition to policy, DMOs could include educational
opportunities focused on sustainability, hiring credentials that focus on having an
environmental understanding, and the perspective that indicators of success should reflect
the limitations of nature rather than a primary focus on increased numbers/visitation.
Although evidence suggests there is an acknowledgement from destination
managers that there is a need to shift from marketing to management, the extent to which
DMOs will manage a destination remains largely unknown. Chapter two discusses ways
in which DMOs can transition into a more sustainable organization. Although destination
managers had similar perspectives toward major topics such as growth, what the
destinations are doing to be sustainable varied across regions. While some destination
managers struggled to come up with different examples on how they are sustainable,
others had plans in place that covered varies elements they could control within their
destination management organization. Additionally, using a more “radical” lens, such as
degrowth, may be especially helpful in assisting destination managers to find innovative
ways to become more sustainable. Although destinations may not “self-identify as
degrowth initiatives per se, their vision and goals [may] match closely with principles of
tourism degrowth” (Fletcher et al., 2019, p. 1758) and could therefore be referred to as
degrowth-inspired rather than degrowth.

211

Radicalness and All-or-Nothing Stigmas
Although it may not be ideal, realistic, or practical to adopt a full radical agenda
such as degrowth, especially all at once, chapter three discusses elements of degrowth
policy that may be implementable given the support from destination managers. The
problem with adopting policies of any radical agenda over time, however, is the amount
of time potentially left before irreversible damage on the environment occurs. Do we
have time to slowly progress towards degrowth? Based on the findings from this
research, however, it would seem as though most destination managers still very much
have a traditionalist growth mentality and perspective, despite decades of sustainability
efforts. This concern could prove enough to make a case for a full, all-at-once degrowth
agenda, and likely explains the recent popularity of the degrowth social movement as a
response to capitalism and a solution to climate change. Therefore, it seems reasonable
for destinations to push their traditional ideologies to pursue more “radical” agendas
without the fear of having to go all-in. Additionally, it would be important for
destinations to consider policies that may be more specific to their needs.
Global Implications of Destination Policy
One of the more important things to consider when developing or implementing
sustainable environmental policy at the destination level may be the broader impact that
destinations have on the global world. The destination level may be seen as the
middleman connecting the local community to the world’s political goals. For example,
DMOs have the potential to address the sustainable development goals outlined by the
United Nations, as discussed in this dissertation: goal (3) (ensure healthy lives and
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promote well-being for all at all ages), (8) (promote sustained, inclusive, and sustainable
economic growth, full and productive employment, and decent work for all), (11)
(develop sustainable cities and communities), and (12) (ensure sustainable consumption
and production patterns). To achieve the desired progress of the entire 2030 agenda,
however, policymakers at all levels and in all sectors will have to be involved (Sweileh,
2020). This dissertation argues that to meet these goals destinations will have to be more
bold, more “radical” with their traditional agendas.
Limitations
Due to the exploratory nature of the studies, limitations were minimal. Although
42 destination managers represented each region of the U.S., being able to interview
more participants to include at least two destination managers from each of the 50 states
would have been ideal. With enough participants, groups could be formulated and
compared within and between each other based on similar characteristics. Although, this
may not warrant any significantly different results, given saturation was reached for most
of the study. In addition to the sample size, there could be a challenge to repeat this data –
not because of its qualitative nature, but because of the unique phenomenon in which
destination managers were interviewed: a global pandemic. There is a possibility that
destination managers were so concerned about growth in their responses given the current
“recovery” state of their destination to return back to business as usual. It is difficult to
gauge how much the pandemic influenced destination managers’ responses, however, the
impact of the pandemic on the research is acknowledged and accepted as a limitation to
the study. Another limitation related to the pandemic was the inability to call an office to
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find the interviewee because most participants were working from home. At the same
time, this made scheduling the interviews virtually quick and efficient versus in person
interviews. Finally, a supplemental policy analysis was used to support the claims of the
destination managers and to understand a complex policy environment. The
methodology, however, is limited in that it does not capture the magnitude or weight of
benefits and costs across stakeholder groups. This is why the policy analysis was used as
a supplemental method to support the interviews.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSION
The purpose of this dissertation is to explore major tourism industry concepts
such as growth, competitiveness, sustainability, and degrowth in addition to the
examination of destination policies to determine the potential for destinations to achieve
more sustainable change. The COVID-19 pandemic proved challenging to conduct
research, but it also made the research that much more important and unique. Although
in-person interviews would have been the preference, conducting virtual interviews made
it easier to connect with destination managers across the U.S. which provided a diverse
sample. Each interview was unique given the unique challenges and characteristics of
each destination. Although destinations differ, the organizational structure of each DMO
was similar, and each destination manager held an upper management position. DMOs
are an integral part to the social, economic, and political facets of a community, and the
perspectives of destination managers proved to be important in understanding the current
levels of sustainability and efforts to protect environmental resources for future
generations.
Evidence exists that suggests destinations are beginning to rethink tourism to
include a more sustainable future (see Murphy, 2021), and although this research found
destination managers value sustainability, this study also highlights the shortcomings of
destination management in the implementation of sustainable policy. In short,
destinations can do more to push sustainability and further protect the environment, but
there also seems to be a missed opportunity for destinations to learn from each other in
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regard to ways in which sustainability can be operationalized. The hope is that this
research – with the findings compiled and distributed anonymously back to the
participants – helps DMOs learn from each other: What are the perspectives of other
destination managers, how is a pro-growth perspective potentially limiting DMOs from
further sustainability, what sustainable policies are currently implemented by
DMOs/what is the collective impact, how receptive are other destination managers to
degrowth policies, and, collectively, what role do DMOs play in the larger, global
ecological discussion. While this study was exploratory in nature, there remains a great
opportunity for future research in destination management.
Future Research
Envisioning the future of tourism and examining possible ways of reaching
various future scenarios are essential exercises in the process of deciding which
strategic approach to adopt (Gretzel et al., 2006). Future research within destination
management could focus on the following topics, as further outlined below: (1) DMOs as
sustainability leadership networks, (2) the challenges and limitations hindering DMOs in
achieving more sustainable change, (3) the prioritization of the environment in
destination management terms and models, and (4) the exploration of re-radicalized
sustainable agendas within destination management.
DMOs as Sustainability Leadership Networks
To understand the destination manager population further and its network, future
research could focus on the distributed leadership in DMOs (see Naumov et al., 2020).
As emphasized by Hristov et al. (2021, p.2) “shifts in DMO governance and funding
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provide opportunities for the introduction of new models with a focus beyond traditional
management and marketing to enable DMOs to flourish within a new landscape.”
Additionally, there is a call to bridge the gap between theory and practice (Morrison,
2013), which provides modern organizations with a unique opportunity to rethink
traditional paradigms. Few studies discuss distributed leadership in the context of DMOs,
even though governments are expecting DMOs to play an active leadership role.
Building on the work of Cullen and Yammarino (2014) originally proposed the
following eight areas of future research for DMOs: (1) Effectiveness within leadership
networks and collective leadership; (2) Differences in leadership networks and collective
leadership over time; (3) Developing more comprehensive leadership network structures
by formal leaders; (4) Progress in how we measure collective, distributed, system, and
network leadership; (5) Organizational and/or situational characteristics influencing
leadership and its collective/distributed dimension; (6) The allocation of leadership roles
by members of a collective, network, or system; (7) Shared and distributed decisionmaking, collective intelligence, and collective leadership connections; and (8) The
development and application of insightful and contemporary research methodologies for
examining collective, network, and system leadership. Specifically, leadership focused on
sustainability initiatives and policy should be explored to determine the role growth and
sustainability play within leadership in the tourism industry. Likewise, how DMOs
collectively share knowledge and resources among their networks and across regions is of
interest. It would be useful to examine conference agendas, for instance, to understand
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better how DMOs are measuring success and effectively engaging with stakeholders to
push any desired agenda.
Challenges and Limitations
Future research could explore existing challenges and potential limitations for
DMOs – specifically in their efforts to achieve more environmentally sustainable change.
One of the primary challenges for DMOs is the balance of attracting the customer of their
tourism product and the local community they represent. Although destination managers
from this study made it clear that they felt a sense of autonomy when it came to decisionmaking for their DMO, this study also highlighted the lackluster efforts made by DMOs
to protect the environment. It is also possible that destination managers do not have the
appropriate tools, resources, support, or knowledge to employ sustainability efforts that
align with a higher level of sustainability. Asking questions is the first step to figuring out
“which end of the range” between traditional growth and environmental sustainability is
best for DMOs, and the challenges that exist for destinations at each phase of transition
along the range.
Prioritization of the Environment
While this dissertation accepts that not all growth is bad, it can be argued that the
environment should be at the forefront of destination managers perspectives when asked
about how DMOs measure success, their top priorities, and/or when describing their
primary responsibilities as leaders of the tourism industry. According to UNWTO (2020,
para 4), “sustainability must no longer be a niche part of tourism but must be the new
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norm for every part of our sector” – as part of UNWTO’s “responsible recovery” from
the COVID-19 pandemic.
There are ways in which destination management could prioritize better the
environment in relation to the economy and society, particularly in regard to policy.
Future research should, therefore, explore the various scenarios that may exist within
destination management if destinations were required to operate within limits set by
nature. This discussion could allow DMOs to reconsider their long-term competitiveness
strategy. Traditionally, destination competitiveness models have been focused on
increased visitation, development, economic growth, and accessibility of a destination
(Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Dwyer & Kim, 2003). However, setting a destination within
the limitations of nature may protect the future of the destination for the long-term better
than traditional models. A new model for destination competitiveness model that
prioritizes the environment in all aspects should be developed in coordination with this
research.
Further Exploration
This research highlighted one of many proposed solutions to the environmental
crisis: degrowth. However, future research should focus on the ways in which destination
managers can learn about alternatives to development (not to be mistaken for alternative
forms of development). Because all participants were unaware of degrowth, it may be
appropriate to assume that destination managers are also unaware of other proposed,
more “radical” agendas. It is worth noting, however, that there were degrowth policies
that destination managers agreed with. Not only does this show an interest in degrowth
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agendas, even if only slightly, but also a need for continued research on alternative policy
and, further, policy in practice.
An ideal starting place for some of this research is within the communities that are
practicing non-materialistic lifestyles that focus on low consumption. An example of
these communities that incorporate degrowth values is Transition Towns (see case study
example from Andriotis, 2018, p. 89). Thousands of transition towns exist worldwide
(Warner, 2015) and research on these types of societies is limited. There is potential to
learn from the practices and policies within localized communities, such as Transition
Towns, to improve upon policy at a destination level.
Despite example communities that exist worldwide, a larger sentiment is echoed
from the findings of this study: more can be done and, according to the scientific
community, more should be done – and now (SkubałA, 2018). Because of the continued
degradation of Earth’s resources (Ripple et al., 2017), the exploration of alternative
sustainable agendas, such as degrowth, is an appropriate discourse for future research.
Reflexivity
Reflexivity acknowledges the inherent inter-subjectivity in qualitative research
and the role in which the researcher plays in the process (Patnaik, 2013). As a selfcritique of the research, I examined how my own experiences might or
might not have influenced the research. The more difficult part of the research process
was the requirement to read through the existing literature. Reading that nearly 98% of
sustainability initiatives fail (Davis-Peccoud et al., 2016), or that the direction of Earth’s
resources is heading towards a Sixth Extinction (see the works of Ceballos et al., 2010;
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Eldredge, 2001; Kolbert, 2014; Leakey & Lewin, 1996), it was challenging to withhold a
sense of activism or to not be able to write or speak about the research using an activist
voice. However, in reading the work of Maxey (1999), I was reminded that 'activism' is a
daily reality for everyone because each of us reading this document is already engaged in
the production of the social world.
The social world in which the researcher and researched exist was constantly
changing throughout the course of this work. The COVID-19 pandemic was a curve ball
for many researchers during this time. As a global phenomenon, the pandemic made the
research more challenging, less predictable, and harder to retain emotional stability in
unprecedented and uncertain times. Many of the working professionals in this study
sample were still operating under COVID-19 protocols and working from home at the
time of the interviews in the fall of 2021. The pandemic was unique, and I do not think
this study will ever be able to be replicated again given the unique circumstances of the
health “crisis” surrounding this period of time. It also feels impossible to articulate the
ways in which the pandemic might or might not have influenced this research, as I
believe there will be some on-going, long-term effects of the pandemic that we have yet
to process ourselves. It felt impossible not to address the pandemic in this research,
however, which is why study one focused so heavily on not only understanding the
impacts of COVID-19 at the destination level, but also capturing the current perspectives
of destination managers during that time.
Although most of the findings of this dissertation align with the literature (i.e.,
capitalist, pro-growth mentalities are dominant, degrowth is presumed “bad” and
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“radical,” DMOs are a feasible starting place for actionable change), I do believe having
a study designated to the pandemic, prevented me from pushing other topics of this
research further due to time constraints. However, now that the baseline of perspectives
has been captured, I think it is now more acceptable to ask the question, “Whose
responsibility is it, then, to protect the environment?”
After reading the existing literature, I noticed a gap involving the destination
manager perspective, but acknowledged the overall challenge of tackling a big issue such
as the environmental crisis – a discussion and warning looming for decades now. In
reflecting on the research process, I acknowledge that I am only a small contribution to
the increasingly globalized world, which can feel disempowering; however, my research
also provided me with a sense of hope for the future. Conversations are starting at the
destination level, and there is a belief that some of the more radical initiatives gaining
traction within and outside of the U.S., such as degrowth, can continue to push us
towards a mindfully sustainable future. My ultimate hope, however, is for others to
continue their own reflexivity journey by reflecting on their relationship to the natural
world, and thus consider and explore more sustainable models of action.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
IRB Approval

Appendix B
Instrument
Instrument Questionnaire
Researcher: Lauren Townson
Interviewee: Destination Manager 1
1. What is your official job title?
a. Probing: How many years of experience do you have in this position?
b. Probing: What brought you to this position? How did you get into this career
path?
2. What are your primary responsibilities within your role of destination management?
a. Probing: What are some of your day-to-day tasks?
b. Probing: Who do you report to?
3. I am curious about understanding the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. From 1 (least
severe) to 10 (most severe), how would you rate the severity of impact COVID-19 has
had on your destination overall?
a. Probing: Can you provide specific examples that show how management of
your destination has been impacted by the global pandemic – economically, socially,
and environmentally?

223

b. Probing: Has your destination started to show any signs of recovery from the
pandemic? Examples?
4. From extremely negative to extremely positive, how would you measure the impact of
the pandemic on the destination’s economy? Socially? On the environment?

Economically
Socially
Environmentally

Extremely
negative
❑
❑
❑

Somewhat
negative
❑
❑
❑

No
impact
❑
❑
❑

Somewhat
positive
❑
❑
❑

Extremely
positive
❑
❑
❑

5. Looking back, how would you say your organization/destination responded when
COVID hit?
6. Do you feel as though the “step back” or “pause in travel” in the tourism industry due
to COVID-19 has given your destination the space and time (opportunity) to make
any changes?
a. Probing: Changes may be specific to the pandemic time only (i.e., working
from home or reduction of working hours), whereas others may be long-term postpandemic (i.e. limited number of tourists allowed at a tourist attraction); if yes, what
specific changes (i.e., policy) were implemented during the pandemic and which of
these changes are intended to continue for the destination?
b. Probing: Which of these changes will continue post-COVID?
Researcher’s note: This may be internal (e.g., laid off hourly employees, market
budget cuts/ads) or external (e.g., shifted to marketing nature-based tourism) changes.
7. Does your organization/destination have a master tourism plan or guiding document with
mission and vision that provides direction? If so, please tell me more about it.
8. For your specific destination, who typically decides on what policies are implemented at
the destination-level?
9. Tell me how your organization measures success of the destination.
a. Probing: How does the success of the greater destination tie back into the success
of your organization?
10. More recently, what would you say are the current, right now, top three priorities your
destination has?
a. What about thinking beyond covid-19 in the next few years? Are these priorities
the same or different?
b. Researcher’s note: likely answers will fit under one of the following orientations –
growth, sustainability, degrowth, or competitiveness.
c. Researcher’s note: If growth is mentioned, ask what “growth” means specifically
for the destination (i.e., GDP, tourist numbers, etc.), then omit Q12.
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11. Okay, let us switch gears a bit – I want to ask you about a few ideas common in
destination management. Part of what I want to understand is how these concepts are
operationalized in practice with what you do. From your perspective, what does
“competitiveness” mean to you?
a. Probing: What does it mean for your destination to be “competitive”?
b. Probing: Who does your destination compete with if anyone?
c. Researcher’s note: compare how a destination manager views competitiveness in
relation to the indicators that scholars have deemed necessary for competition (i.e.,
accessibility, tourism, infrastructure, etc.)
d. Researcher’s note: Dwyer and Kim (2003) identified five types of destination
management activities that have a potentially important influence on destination
competitiveness: destination marketing management; destination planning and
development; destination management organization; human resource development; and
environmental management.
12. Tell me how you would define or describe “growth.”
a. Probing: How is growth measured for your destination?
b. Probing: What growth goals currently exist for your destination?
c. Probing: Growth policies and practice examples? Not right now.
13. Tell me how you would define or describe “sustainability.”
14. How does your destination operationalize a concept such as sustainability – sustainable
tourism practices and policies? Working how they are supposed to work – moving
forwards, not backwards, seeing growth and success.
b. Probing: Are there specific sustainable policies in place at the destination-level for
short or long-term?
c. What is the connection to sustainable development?
d. How does your organization engage with sustainability?
e. Researcher’s note: sustainability may be seen through destination management
practice or policy, but it is important to establish if a destination is implementing more or
less sustainability actions during/after COVID-19; how does the destination deal
effectively with overcrowding at popular destinations... spread the economic and other
benefits to areas that attract fewer visitors, develop new products to expand the season,
and encourage increased productivity, better resource use, or more stable employment?
15. In this next section, I am going to ask you about priorities and overall competitiveness of
your destination. With your current destination priorities in mind, how important are the
following in contributing to the overall competitiveness of your destination?
a. Researcher’s note: These factors derive from Choi and Sirakaya (2005) SUS-TAS
attitude scale and Kim and Dwyer (2003) Destination Competitiveness Model
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MACRO ENVIRONMENT

Not at all
important
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Extremely
Important
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Not at all
important
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Extremely
Important
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Reliance on professional management
❑
❑
❑
Willingness to delegate authority
❑
❑
❑
Extent of staff training
❑
❑
❑
Ethical behavior of firms
❑
❑
❑
Quality of education system
❑
❑
❑
Judicial independence
❑
❑
❑
Public trust in politicians
❑
❑
❑
GDP per capita
❑
❑
❑
Aggregate levels of employment
❑
❑
❑
Rate of economic growth
❑
❑
❑
Per capita income
❑
❑
❑
Nature of competitive advantage
❑
❑
❑
CO2 emissions
❑
❑
❑
Sociocultural environment
❑
❑
❑
Political stability
❑
❑
❑
Economic conditions in origin markets
❑
❑
❑
Investment environment for tourism development
❑
❑
❑
Technology changes
❑
❑
❑
Government policies for tourism development
❑
❑
❑
Government support for tourism
❑
❑
❑
Tourism investment
❑
❑
❑
Other (please
specify):_________________________________________________________________________________
SUPPORTING FACTORS AND GENERAL INFRASTRUCTURE
Access to improved drinking water
Access to improved sanitations
Physician density
Quality of healthcare
Internet users
Quality of electricity supply
Broadband internet subscription
Road density
Risk and safety
ATM accepting visa cards
Presence of major car rental companies
Life expectancy
Intensity of local competition
Telecommunication system for tourists
Security/Safety for visitors
Local transport systems
Visitor satisfaction with quality service
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❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT
Extent of business internet use
Availability of the latest technology
Local supplier quality
SUPPORTING FACTORS AND GENERAL INFRASTRUCTURE

Not at all
important
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Not at all
important

❑
❑
❑

❑
❑
❑

Extremely
Important
❑
❑
❑
Extremely
Important

Accessibility of destination (flights, travel time, capacity of
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
access)
Quality of hospitality (friendliness of residents towards
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
tourists)
Resident support for tourism industry
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Ease of communication between tourists and residents
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Quality of domestic transportation
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Other (please specify): ___________
Market ties with major tourist origin markets
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Other (please
specify):_________________________________________________________________________________
TOURISM-BASED FACTORS ENDOWED RESOURCES

Not at all
important
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Extremely
Important
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Variety of cultural sights
❑
❑
❑
Variety of cuisine
❑
❑
❑
Artistic/ architectural features
❑
❑
❑
Number of historic/ heritage cultural sights and museums
❑
❑
❑
Number of world heritage natural sights
❑
❑
❑
Comfortable climate for tourism
❑
❑
❑
Unspoiled nature
❑
❑
❑
Cleanliness/sanitation
❑
❑
❑
Natural wonders/scenery
❑
❑
❑
Traditional arts
❑
❑
❑
Other (please
specify):_________________________________________________________________________________
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CREATED RESOURCES AND TOURISM INFRASTRUCTURE

Not at all
important

Extremely
Important

Variety of activities (water, nature, adventure, recreation,
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
sports)
Variety and quality of shopping
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Variety of restaurants
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Number of convention and exhibition facilities
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
(capacity/quality)
Variety of entertainment (amusement/theme parks, nightlife)
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Number of hotel rooms and accommodation quality
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Number of tour operators
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Number and quality of food/ beverage establishments
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Visitor accessibility to natural areas
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Airport efficiency/quality
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Number and quality of special events/festivals
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Other (please
specify):_________________________________________________________________________________
DESTINATION MANAGEMENT

Not at all
important
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Extremely
Important
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Sustainability of TT
❑
❑
❑
Effectiveness and branding of marketing to attract tourists
❑
❑
❑
Government prioritization of TT
❑
❑
❑
Quality of air transport infrastructure
❑
❑
❑
International air transport network
❑
❑
❑
Attitude of local population towards foreign visitors
❑
❑
❑
Protected areas
❑
❑
❑
Government expenditure
❑
❑
❑
Quality of destination management organization
❑
❑
❑
Quality of destination marketing efforts
❑
❑
❑
Quality of destination policy, planning, and development
❑
❑
❑
Ongoing tourism development is responsive to visitor needs
❑
❑
❑
Training/education responsive to changing visitor needs
❑
❑
❑
Quality of environmental management
❑
❑
❑
Public-sector recognition of importance of sustainable tourism
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
development
Private-sector recognition of importance of sustainable tourism
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
development
Existence of laws and regulations protecting the environment
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
and heritage
Research and monitoring of environmental impacts of tourism ❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
Other (please
specify):_________________________________________________________________________________
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16. Now that you have a better idea what these categories consist of, rate the following
categories from least (1) to most (6) important to the overall competitiveness of your
destination:
_____ Macro Environment
_____ General Infrastructure
_____ Business Environment
_____ Tourism-based Factors Endowed Resources
_____ Tourism Infrastructure
_____ Destination Management

17. Okay, we are getting to the last section. I want to ask your perception on the impacts of
tourism – both positive and negative. How do you feel about the following statements
regarding your destination?
PERCEIVED SOCIAL COSTS
Tourists in our destination disrupt quality of life.
Our destination is overcrowded because of
tourism.
Our destination’s recreational resources are
overused by tourists.
Tourism is growing too fast in our destination.

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know
DK ❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know

Our destination’s diversity of nature is valued
and protected.
Tourism development in our destination always
protects wildlife and natural habitats.
Our destination’s natural environment is being
protected now and for the future.
Tourism development in our destination
promotes positive environmental ethics.
Tourism in our destination is developed in
harmony with the natural environment.

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑
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LONG-TERM PLANNING

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know

Tourism development needs well-coordinated
planning.
When planning for tourism, our destination
cannot be shortsighted.
Successful management of tourism requires
advanced planning.
Our destination needs to take a long-term view
when planning for tourism development.

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

PERCEIVED ECONOMIC BENEFIT

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know

Tourism is a strong economic contributor to our
destination.
Tourism benefits other than just tourism
industries in our destination.
Tourism brings new income to our destination.
Tourism generates substantial tax revenues for
our local government.

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

COMMUNITY-CENTERED ECONOMY

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know

Tourism business should try to hire most of their
employees from within our destination.
Tourism industry should try to purchase their
goods and services from within the local
destination.
Tourism industry should contribute economically
to a destination’s improvement.

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

ENSURING VISITOR’S SATISFACTION

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know

Tourism business must monitor visitor
satisfaction.
Tourism industry should ensure good-quality
tourism experience for visitors.
It is the responsibility of tourism business to
meet visitor needs.
Community attractiveness is a core element of
ecological “appeal.”

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑
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MAXIMIZING COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
Tourism decisions must be made by all members
in communities regardless of a person’s
background.
Full participation by everyone in the community
regarding tourism decisions is a must for
successful tourism development.
Sometimes it’s acceptable to exclude a
destination’s residents from tourism
development decisions.

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know
❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

18. Rate the following categories from least (1) to most (7) important in achieving overall
sustainability for your destination:
_____ Perceived social costs
_____ Environmental sustainability
_____ Long-term planning
_____ Perceived economic benefit
_____ Community-centered economy
_____ Ensuring visitor’s satisfaction
_____ Maximizing community participation

19. Tell me how you would define or describe degrowth. Does your organization engage with
degrowth?
a. Probing: If yes, what do you know about it?
b. If no, what comes to mind when you hear the term “degrowth”?
c. Researcher’s note: it is unknown whether or not destination managers will assume
degrowth means not growing or de-growing and assume a negative perception or be
open
to learning more.
20. Many policies have been proposed for degrowth. Do you agree or disagree with each of
the following proposed degrowth policies as a strategy for achieving more sustainable change
for a destination?
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SHARING POSSESSIONS

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know

Maximum wealth (e.g., debt cancellation, citizen
debt wealth fund)
Maximum income (constitutional change)
Autonomy allowance (e.g., local currency,
collectivization of public utilities)
Sharing objects (e.g., co-housing and shared
living spaces)

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

DEMOCRATIC OWNERSHIP OF BUSINESS

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know

Public Support (e.g., corporate taxation, max size
for firms, control of mergers, dismantle
corporations)
Consumer Support (e.g., buycott of non-social
enterprises, investment, solidary finance)

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

STEWARDSHIP OF NATURE

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t
Disagree
Agree
Know

Emission cap scheme (e.g., eco-tariffs, price
controls on permits, auction mechanism)
Eco-bans (e.g., banning toxic products such as
pesticides and plastic bags, and advertisement
for environment-intensive products)
Eco-taxes (e.g., feebate for cars, tax on nonrecyclable materials)
Rights of nature in law (e.g., ecocide in
international low, UNESCO-like protection,
animal rights)

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

DK ❑

WORK TIME REDUCTION

Strongly
Disagree
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Agree
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

Ecological tax reforms
Rights to part-time
Legal workweek
Democratic holiday creation
Nap rights
Job-sharing
Sunday non-work agreements
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Don’t
Know
DK ❑
DK ❑
DK ❑
DK ❑
DK ❑
DK ❑
DK ❑

This information is being collected by Clemson University researchers. This survey’s results will be provided to
Destination Management Organizations nation-wide to help them better understand long-term sustainable
management strategies at the destination-level. Responses to this request are voluntary. Direct comments regarding
this survey or other aspect of this data collection to: Lauren Townson, PhD Candidate, Clemson University,
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management, Lehotsky Hall, Clemson, SC 29634-0735,
townson@clemson.edu

Appendix C
Study One Infographic
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End Instrument

Appendix D
Study Two Infographic
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Appendix E
Study Three Infographic

235

REFERENCES
Abdollahzadeh, G., & Sharifzadeh, A. (2014). Rural residents' perceptions toward
tourism development: A study from Iran. International Journal of Tourism
Research, 16(2), 126-136.
Abernethy, V. D. (2001). Carrying capacity: The tradition and policy implications of
limits. Abernethy Ethics in Science and Environmental Politics ESEP, 23(2001),
9–18. https://doi.org/ 10.3354/esep001009
Adams, R. H. (2003). Economic growth, inequality and poverty: Findings from a new
data set (Vol. 2972). World Bank Publications.
Adelman, S. (2017). The sustainable development goals, anthropocentrism and
neoliberalism. Sustainable Development Goals. Edward Elgar Publishing.
Age of Affluence (n.d.). Consumer demand spurs economic growth. Retrieved from
https://ageofaffluence.weebly.com/consumerism.html
Ahmad, M., Jiang, P., Majeed, A., Umar, M., Khan, Z., & Muhammad, S. (2020). The
dynamic impact of natural resources, technological innovations and economic
growth on ecological footprint: an advanced panel data estimation. Resources
Policy, 69, 101817.
Al-Rodhan, N. R., & Stoudmann, G. (2006). Definitions of globalization: A
comprehensive overview and a proposed definition. Program on the Geopolitical
Implications of Globalization and Transnational Security, 6(1-21).
Alexander, S., & Gleeson, B. (2020). Urban social movements and the degrowth
transition: Towards a grassroots theory of change. Journal of Australian Political
Economy, The, (86), 355-378.
Alexis, P. (2017). Over-tourism and anti-tourist sentiment: An exploratory analysis and
discussion. Ovidius University Annals, Economic Sciences Series, 17(2), 288-293.
Ali, A., & Frew, A. J. (2014). Technology innovation and applications in sustainable
destination development. Information Technology & Tourism, 14(4), 265-290.
Allen, T., Tainter, J., & Hoekstra, T. (2003). Supply-side sustainability. Columbia
University Press.
Andereck, K., Pachmayer, A., & Zhao, S. (2016). Resident Attitude towards Tourism–
The State of Knowledge. Travel and Tourism Research Association: Advancing

236

Tourism Research Globally. Retrieved from
https://scholarworks.umass.edu/ttra/2012/Oral/10/?utm_source=scholarworks.um
ass.edu%2Fttra%2F2012%2FOral%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=P
DFCoverPages
Anderson, A. B. (1975). Policy experiments: Selected analytic issues. Sociological
Methods & Research, 4(1), 13-30.
Anderson, K., Broderick, J. F., & Stoddard, I. (2020). A factor of two: How the
mitigation plans of ‘climate progressive’nations fall far short of Paris-compliant
pathways. Climate Policy, 20(10), 1290-1304.
Andreoni, V., & Galmarini, S. (2013). On the increase of social capital in degrowth
economy. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 72, 64-72.
Andriotis, K. (2018). Degrowth in Tourism: Conceptual, Theoretical and Philosophical
Issues. Oxfordshire: CABI.
Antal, M., & Van den Bergh, J. C. (2013). Macroeconomics, financial crisis and the
environment: Strategies for a sustainability transition. Environmental Innovation
and Societal Transitions, 6, 47-66.
Ap, J., & Crompton, J. L. (1993). Residents' strategies for responding to tourism
impacts. Journal of travel research, 32(1), 47-50.
Arias-Maldonado, M. (2012). Real Green: Sustainability after the End of Nature.
London: Ashgate.
Arias-Maldonado, M. (2013). Rethinking Sustainability in the Anthropocene.
Environmental Politics 22 (3): 428–446. doi:10.1080/09644016.2013.765161.
Arias-Maldonado, M. (2015). Environment & Society: Socionatural Relations in the
Anthropocene. Heidelberg: Springer.
Arndt, C., James, R. C., & Simler, K. R. (2006). Has economic growth in Mozambique
been pro-poor?. Journal of African Economies, 15(4), 571-602.
Assadourian, E. (2010). Transforming cultures: From consumerism to
sustainability. Journal of Macromarketing, 30(2), 186-191.
Ashworth, G., & Page, S. J. (2011). Urban tourism research: Recent progress and current
paradoxes. Tourism management, 32(1), 1-15.

237

Ayres R, Warr B. (2010). The Economic Growth Engine: How Energy and Work Drive
Material Prosperity. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publ.
Babatola, S. S. (2018). Global burden of diseases attributable to air pollution. Journal of
public health in Africa, 9(3).
Bahar, O., & Kozak, M. (2007). Advancing destination competitiveness research:
Comparison between tourists and service providers. Journal of Travel & Tourism
Marketing, 22(2), 61-71.
Bakker, M., & Messerli, H. R. (2017). Inclusive growth versus pro-poor growth:
Implications for tourism development. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 17(4),
384-391.
Barbier, E.B. and Markandya, A. (1990). The conditions for achieving environmentally
sustainable growth. European Economic Review, 34, 659–669.
Barbier, E. B., & Markandya, A. (2013). A new blueprint for a green economy.
Routledge.
Barry, J., & Eckersley, R. (Eds.). (2005). The state and the global ecological crisis. MIT
Press.
Baum, T., Kralj, A., Robinson, R. N., & Solnet, D. J. (2016a). Tourism workforce
research: A review, taxonomy and agenda. Annals of Tourism Research, 60, 1-22.
Baum, T., Cheung, C., Kong, H., Kralj, A., Mooney, S., Nguyễn Thị Thanh, H., ... &
Siow, M. L. (2016b). Sustainability and the tourism and hospitality workforce: A
thematic analysis. Sustainability, 8(8), 809.
Baykan, B. G. (2007). From limits to growth to degrowth within French green
politics. Environmental Politics, 16(3), 513-517.
Bazeley, P. (2007). Qualitative data analysis with NVivo qualitative project book.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Bell, S., & Morse, S. (2013). Measuring sustainability: Learning from doing. Routledge.
Ben-Ami, D. (2010). Ed Ferrari. People, Place & Policy Online, 4(3), 119-122.
Benjamin, S., Dillette, A., & Alderman, D. H. (2020). “We can’t return to normal”:
committing to tourism equity in the post-pandemic age. Tourism
Geographies, 22(3), 476-483.

238

Benson, M. H., & Craig, R. K. (2014). The end of sustainability. Society & Natural
Resources, 27(7), 777-782.
Bhanumurthy, N. R., & Mitra, A. (2004). Economic growth, poverty, and inequality in
Indian states in the pre-reform and reform periods. Asian Development
Review, 21(2), 79-99.
Bhutada (2021). The U.S. Share of the Global Economy Over Time. Retrieved from
https://www.visualcapitalist.com/u-s-share-of-global-economy-over-time/
Bird-David, Nurit. "Beyond' the hunting and gathering mode of subsistence': culturesensitive observations on the Nayaka and other modern huntergatherers." Man (1992): 19-44.
Birkland, T. (2005). Models of the Policy Process. J Rabin, Encyclopedia of Public
Administration and Public Policy, Taylor & Francis Group, Boca Raton, 188191.
Blancas, F. J., Lozano-Oyola, M., González, M., & Caballero, R. (2018). A dynamic
sustainable tourism evaluation using multiple benchmarks. Journal of cleaner
production, 174, 1190-1203.
Blühdorn, I. (2017). Post-capitalism, post-growth, post-consumerism? Eco-political
hopes beyond sustainability. Global Discourse, 7(1), 42-61.
Blühdorn, I., & Welsh, I. (2007). Eco-politics beyond the paradigm of sustainability: a
conceptual framework and research agenda. Environmental politics, 16(2), 185205.
Boluk, Karla A., Chris Krolikowski, Freya Higgins-Desbiolles, Sandro Carnicelli, and
Gayathri Wijesinghe (2020). "Degrowth and equity rights in developing
community-centric tourism." Degrowth and Tourism: New Perspectives on
Tourism Entrepreneurship, Destinations and Policy.
Bordas, E. (1994). Competitiveness of tourist destinations in long distance markets. The
Tourist Review.
Bormann, F. H. (1972). Unlimited growth: growing, growing, gone?. BioScience, 22(12),
706-709.
Bramwell, B., & Lane, B. (1993). Sustainable tourism: An evolving global
approach. Journal of sustainable tourism, 1(1), 1-5.

239

Brekke, K. A., Howarth, R. B., & Nyborg, K. (1998). Are there Social Limits to
Growth? (No. 239). Discussion Papers.
British Petroleum, 2017. Statistical Review of World Energy. Retrieved from
https://www.bp.com/zh_cn/china/
reports-and-publications/_bp_2017-_.html.
Brouder, P. (2020). Reset redux: possible evolutionary pathways towards the
transformation of tourism in a COVID-19 world. Tourism Geographies, 1-7.
Buchholz, R. (2013). Rethinking capitalism: Community and responsibility in business.
Routledge.
Buell, L. (2009). The future of environmental criticism: Environmental crisis and literary
imagination (Vol. 52). John Wiley & Sons.
Buhalis, D. (2000). Marketing the competitive destination of the future. Tourism
management, 21(1), 97-116.
Bulkeley, H., Jordan, A., Perkins, R., & Selin, H. (2013). Governing sustainability: Rio+
20 and the road beyond. Environment and Planning C: Government and
Policy, 31(6), 958-970.
Burke P, Shahiduzzaman M, Stern D. (2015). Carbon dioxide emissions in the short run:
the rate and sources of economic growth matter. Glob. Environ. Change 33:109–
21
Burkitt, I. (2019). Alienation and emotion: social relations and estrangement in
contemporary capitalism. Emotions and Society, 1(1), 51-66.
Büscher, B., & Fletcher, R. (2017). Destructive creation: Capital accumulation and the
structural violence of tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 25(5), 651-667.
Butler, R.W. (1999) Sustainable tourism: A state-of-the art review. Tourism Geographies
1 (1), 7–25.
Button, K. (2002). City management and urban environmental indicators. Ecological
economics, 40(2), 217-233.
Callies, D. (1981). Public participation in the United States. The Town Planning
Review, 52(3), 286-296.

240

Canavan, B. (2014). Sustainable tourism: development, decline and de-growth.
Management issues from the Isle of Man. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 22(1),
127-147.
Caradonna, J. L. (2014). Sustainability: A history. Oxford University Press.
Carbone, F. (2020). Tourism destination management post COVID-19 pandemic: a new
humanism for a human-centred tourism (tourism 5.0). Turismo Mundial, Crise
Sanitária e Futuro, 43.
Carruthers, D. (2001). From opposition to orthodoxy: the remaking of sustainable
development. Journal of Third World Studies, 18(2), 93-112.
Castoriadis, C. (1985). Reflections on'rationality 'and' development'. Thesis
Eleven, 10(1), 18-36.
Castoriadis, C. (1995). La democracia como procedimiento y como régimen. Leviatán:
revista de hechos e ideas, (62), 65-84.
Castoriadis, C. (1987). Transformación social y creación cultural. Caracas: Estudios
Venezolanos de.
Castoriadis, C. (1988). On the content of socialism. Political and Social Writings, 1,
1946-1955.
Cato, M. S. (2006). Market, schmarket: building the post-capitalist economy. New
Clarion Press.
Caulley, D. N. (1983). Document analysis in program evaluation. Evaluation and
Program Planning, 6(1), 19-29.
Ceballos, G., García, A., & Ehrlich, P. R. (2010). The sixth extinction crisis: Loss of
animal populations and species. Journal of Cosmology, 8(1821), 31.
Charmaz, K. (2006). Constructing Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide through
Qualitative Analysis. London: Sage Publications.
Chichilnisky, G. (1996). The economic value of the Earth's resources. Trends in ecology
& evolution, 11(3), 135-140.
Chichilnisky, G. (2017). An axiomatic approach to sustainable development. In The
Economics of Sustainability (pp. 283-309). Routledge.

241

Christoff, P. (1996). Ecological modernisation, ecological modernities. Environmental
politics, 5(3), 476-500.
Cleveland, C. J., Costanza, R., Hall, C. A., & Kaufmann, R. (1984). Energy and the US
economy: a biophysical perspective. Science, 225(4665), 890-897.
Coccossis, H., & Mexa, A. (2017). The challenge of tourism carrying capacity
assessment: Theory and practice. Routledge.
Cohen, K., & Sanyal, N. (2007). Catch and release tourism: Community, culture and
consumptive wildlife tourism strategies in rural Idaho. In Tourism and the
Consumption of Wildlife (pp. 249-260). Routledge.
Commoner, B. (1972). The environmental cost of economic growth. Population,
resources and the environment, 3, 343-63.
Cosme, I., Santos, R., & O’Neill, D. W. (2017). Assessing the degrowth discourse: A
review and analysis of academic degrowth policy proposals. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 149, 321-334.
Craik, J. (1995). Are there cultural limits to tourism?. Journal of sustainable
tourism, 3(2), 87-98.
Crotty, M. F. (1998). The foundations of social research: Meaning and perspective in the
research process. Sage.
Crouch, G. I., & Ritchie, J. B. (1999). Tourism, competitiveness, and societal
prosperity. Journal of business research, 44(3), 137-152.
Crutzen, P., and C. Schwägerl. (2011). Living in the Anthropocene: Toward a New
Global Ethos. Yale Environment 24: 360.
Cucculelli, M., & Goffi, G. (2016). Does sustainability enhance tourism destination
competitiveness? Evidence from Italian Destinations of Excellence. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 111, 370-382.
Cullen, K., & Yammarino, F. J. (2014). Special issue on collective and network
approaches to leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 1(25), 180-181.
D'Alisa, G., & Kallis, G. (2020). Degrowth and the State. Ecological economics, 169,
106486.
D'Alisa, G., Forno, F., & Maurano, S. (2015). Grassroots (economic) activism in times of
crisis: Mapping the redundancy of collective actions.

242

Davey, B. (2015). Degrowth--a vocabulary for a new era: review'. Tipperary: FEASTA
(Foundation for the Economics of Sustainability).
Davis-Peccoud, J., Stone, P., & Tovey, C. (2016). Achieving breakthrough results in
sustainability. Bain & Company, 17.
Daly, H. E. (1995). On Wilfred Beckerman's critique of sustainable
development. Environmental Values, 4(1), 49-55.
Daly, H. E. (2008). Growth and development: Critique of a credo. Population and
development review, 34(3), 511-518.
Daly, H. E. (2014). From uneconomic growth to a steady-state economy. Edward Elgar
Publishing.
Daly, H. E., Czech, B., Trauger, D. L., Rees, W. E., Dobson, T., & Trombulak, S. C.
(2007). Are We Consuming Too Much: For What?. Conservation Biology, 21(5),
1359-1362.
Davidoff, P. (1965). Advocacy and pluralism in planning. Journal of the American
Institute of planners, 31(4), 331-338.
Day, D. (1997). Citizen participation in the planning process: An essentially contested
concept?. Journal of planning Literature, 11(3), 421-434.
De Kadt, E. (1979). Tourism: Passport to Development. Perspectives on the social and
cultural effects of tourism in developing countries. New York: Oxford University
Press.
De Neve, J. E., Ward, G., De Keulenaer, F., Van Landeghem, B., Kavetsos, G., &
Norton, M. I. (2018). The asymmetric experience of positive and negative
economic growth: Global evidence using subjective well-being data. Review of
Economics and Statistics, 100(2), 362-375.
De Sausmarez, N. (2007). Crisis management, tourism and sustainability: The role of
indicators. Journal of sustainable tourism, 15(6), 700-714.
Declercq, B., Delarue, E., & D’haeseleer, W. (2011). Impact of the economic recession
on the European power sector’s CO2 emissions. Energy Policy, 39(3), 1677-1686.
Demaria, F. (2017). When degrowth enters the parliament. Ecologist, 2. Retrieved from
https://theecologist.org/2017/jan/16/when-degrowth-enters-parliament

243

Demaria, F., Schneider, F., Sekulova, F., & Martinez-Alier, J. (2013). What is degrowth?
From an activist slogan to a social movement. Environmental Values, 22(2), 191215.
Derrick Sewell, W. R., & Coppock, J. T. (1977). Public participation in planning (No.
Monograph).
DeSantis, L., & Ugarriza, D. N. (2000). The concept of theme as used in qualitative
nursing research. Western journal of nursing research, 22(3), 351-372.
Devine, J., & Ojeda, D. (2017). Violence and dispossession in tourism development: A
critical geographical approach. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 25(5), 605-617.
Dillard, D. (1984). Keynes and Marx: a centennial appraisal. Journal of Post Keynesian
Economics, 6(3), 421-433.
Dilmonov, K. B. (2020). Classification and types of tourism. International scientific
review, (LXX).
Dimanche, F., & Samdahl, D. (1994). Leisure as symbolic consumption: A
conceptualization and prospectus for future research. Leisure Sciences, 16(2),
119-129.
Dinerstein, A. (2015). Comparing news frames about the Syrian crisis between the
Kommersant and the Financial Times. Master's Thesis, University of Tennessee,
2015. Retrieved from https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_gradthes/3470
Dodds, R., & Joppe, M. (2003). The application of ecotourism to urban
environments. Tourism: An International Interdisciplinary Journal, 51(2), 157164.
Doney, S. C., Busch, D. S., Cooley, S. R., & Kroeker, K. J. (2020). The impacts of ocean
acidification on marine ecosystems and reliant human communities. Annual
Review of Environment and Resources, 45, 83-112.
Drews, S., & Antal, M. (2016). Degrowth: A “missile word” that backfires?. Ecological
Economics, 126, 182-187.
Dwyer, L., & Kim, C. (2003). Destination competitiveness: determinants and
indicators. Current issues in tourism, 6(5), 369-414.
Environment Canada and Park Service. (1991). Selected Readings on the Visitor Activity
Management Process. Ottawa, Ontario: Environment Canada.

244

Easterlin, R. A. (1974). Does economic growth improve the human lot? Some empirical
evidence. In Nations and households in economic growth (pp. 89-125). Academic
Press.
Easterlin, R. A. (1995). Will raising the incomes of all increase the happiness of
all?. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 27(1), 35-47.
Easterlin, R. A. (2003). Explaining happiness. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 100(19), 11176-11183.
Eldredge, N. (2001). The sixth extinction. An ActionBioscience. org original article.
American Institute of Biological Sciences.
European Environment Agency (2013). Late Lessons from Early Warnings: Science,
Precaution, Innovation Summary Report no. 1/2013
Ehrlich, P.R., & J.P. Holdren (1971) Harcourt Brace. Jovanovich, New York, 1971. 295
pp. Illustrated.£ 2. The Aeronautical Journal, 76(733), 47-47.
Ehrlich, P. R., Holdren, J. P., & Ehrlich, A. H. (1973). Human ecology: problems and
solutions.
Ekins, P. (1993). Limits to growth and sustainable development.
Ekins, P. (2000). Economic growth and environmental sustainability: the prospects for
green growth. Psychology Press.
Eusébio, C., Vieira, A. L., & Lima, S. (2018). Place attachment, host–tourist interactions,
and residents’ attitudes towards tourism development: The case of Boa Vista
Island in Cape Verde. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(6), 890-909.
Executive Order No. 13423 (2007). Strengthening federal environmental, energy, and
transportation management. Retrieved from
http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/regs/executiveorders.htm
Fagence, M. (1977). Citizen participation in planning. Oxford, U.K.: Pergamon
Fan, D. X., Qiu, H., Jenkins, C. L., & Lau, C. (2020). Towards a better tourist-host
relationship: the role of social contact between tourists’ perceived cultural
distance and travel attitude. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 1-25.
Faucheux, S., & O’Connor, M. (1998). Valuation for sustainable development. Edward
Elgar Publishing.

245

Faulkner, B., & Tideswell, C. (1997). A framework for monitoring community impacts of
tourism. Journal of sustainable tourism, 5(1), 3-28.
Feldman, M., Hadjimichael, T., Lanahan, L., & Kemeny, T. (2016). The logic of
economic development: A definition and model for investment. Environment and
Planning C: Government and Policy, 34(1), 5-21.
Ferguson, M. D., McIntosh, K., English, D. B., Ferguson, L. A., Barcelona, R., Giles, G.,
... & Leberman, M. (2022). The Outdoor Renaissance: Assessing the Impact of
the COVID-19 Pandemic upon Outdoor Recreation Visitation, Behaviors, and
Decision-Making in New England’s National Forests. Society & Natural
Resources, 1-20.
Fioramonti, L. (2017). Gross domestic problem: How the politics of GDP shaped society
and the world (pp. 91-109). Routledge.
Fletcher, R. (2011). Sustaining tourism, sustaining capitalism? The tourism industry's
role in global capitalist expansion. Tourism Geographies, 13(3), 443-461.
Fletcher, R., Murray Mas, I., Blanco-Romero, A., & Blázquez-Salom, M. (2019).
Tourism and degrowth: an emerging agenda for research and praxis. Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 27(12), 1745-1763.
Foster, J. B., Clark, B., & York, R. (2011). The ecological rift: Capitalism’s war on the
earth. NYU Press.
Foster, J.B., & Magdoff, F. (2009). The Great Financial Crisis: Causes and Consequences
(Monthly Review Press, New York)
Fotopoulos, T. (2007). Is degrowth compatible with a market economy. The international
journal of inclusive democracy, 3(1), 1-16.
Fournier, V. (2008). Escaping from the economy: the politics of degrowth. International
journal of sociology and social policy.
Fremaux, A. (2019). After the Anthropocene: Green republicanism in a post-capitalist
world. Springer.
Funtowicz, S. O., Alier, J. M., Munda, G., & Ravetz, J. R. (1999). Information tools for
environmental policy under conditions of complexity. Office for official
publications of the European communities.
Funtowicz, S. O., Martinez-Alier, J., Munda, G., & Ravetz, J. (2002). Multicriteria-based
environmental policy. Implementing Sustainable Development. Integrated

246

Assessment and Participatory Decision-making Processes. Edward Elgar,
Cheltenham, 53-77.
Graefe, A. R., Kuss, F. R., & Vaske, J. J. (1990). Visitor impact management: The
planning framework, Vol II. National Parks and Conservation Association,
Washington, DC.
Gare, A. (2006). Postmodernism and the environmental crisis. Routledge.
Garcia, S. M., & Staples, D. J. (2000). Sustainability reference systems and indicators for
responsible marine capture fisheries: a review of concepts and elements for a set
of guidelines. Marine and Freshwater Research, 51(5), 385-426.
Georgescu-Roegen, N. (1971). The entropy law and the economic process.
Georgescu‐Roegen, N. (1972). Process analysis and the neoclassical theory of
production. American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 54(2), 279-294.
Georgescu-Roegen, N. (1975). Energy and economic myths. Southern economic journal,
347-381.
Getz, D. (1983). Capacity to absorb tourism: Concepts and implications for strategic
planning. Annals of tourism Research, 10(2), 239-263.
Gibson-Graham, J. K. (2006). A postcapitalist politics. U of Minnesota Press.
Gibson-Graham, J. K., & Roelvink, G. (2011). The nitty gritty of creating alternative
economies. Social Alternatives, 30(1), 29-33.
Giddens, A. (1990). 1990: The consequences of modernity. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.
Gierczak, B. (2011). The history of tourist transport after the modern industrial
revolution. Polish Journal of Sport and Tourism, 18(4), 275-281.
Glaesser, D. (2006). Crisis management in the tourism industry. Routledge.
Glaser, B. (1978). Theoretical sensitivity: Advances in the methodology of grounded
theory. Sociology Press, Mill Valley.
Glesne, C. (2006). Becoming qualitative researchers: An introduction (3rd ed.). Boston,
MA: Pearson/Allyn & Bacon.

247

Goodland, R., & Daly, H. (1996). Environmental sustainability: universal and non‐
negotiable. Ecological applications, 6(4), 1002-1017.
Goodwin, H. (2017). The challenge of overtourism. Responsible tourism partnership, 4,
1-19.
Gorz, A., 1983. Ecology as Politics. Pluto Press, London.
Gössling, S. (2002). Global environmental consequences of tourism. Global
environmental change, 12(4), 283-302.
Gössling, S., & Hall, M. C. (2006). Tourism and global environmental change. Taylor &
Francis.
Gössling, S., Scott, D., & Hall, C. M. (2020). Pandemics, tourism and global change: a
rapid assessment of COVID-19. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 1-20.
Grbich, Carol. (2007). Qualitative Data Analysis: An Introduction. SAGE Publications.
Gretzel, U., Fesenmaier, D. R., Formica, S., & O’Leary, J. T. (2006). Searching for the
future: Challenges faced by destination marketing organizations. Journal of
Travel Research, 45(2), 116-126.
Haapanen, L., & Tapio, P. (2016). Economic growth as phenomenon, institution and
ideology: a qualitative content analysis of the 21st century growth
critique. Journal of Cleaner Production, 112, 3492-3503.
Haberl, H., Fischer‐Kowalski, M., Krausmann, F., Martinez‐Alier, J., & Winiwarter, V.
(2011). A socio‐metabolic transition towards sustainability? Challenges for
another Great Transformation. Sustainable development, 19(1), 1-14.
Hall, C. M. (2009). Degrowing tourism: Décroissance, sustainable consumption and
steady-state tourism. Anatolia, 20(1), 46-61.
Hall, C. M. (2010). Changing paradigms and global change: From sustainable to
steadystate tourism. Tourism Recreation Research, 35(2), 131-143.
Hall, C. M. (2011). Policy learning and policy failure in sustainable tourism governance:
from first-and second-order to third-order change?. Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, 19(4-5), 649-671.
Hall, S., Held, D., & McGrew, A. G. (1992). Modernity and its Futures. Polity Press;
Open University

248

Hardin, G. (1968). The tragedy of the commons. Science, 162, 1243-1248.
Harmanci, N. (2017). Consumerism is the Core Ideology of the Capitalism. International
Journal of Business, Humanities and Technology, 7(4).
Harriss-White, B. (2006). Poverty and capitalism. Economic and Political Weekly, 12411246.
Hauff, V. (2007). Brundtland Report: A 20 years update. In Keynote Speech presented at
the European Sustainability: Linking Policies, Implementation, and Civil Society
Action conference. Berlin (Vol. 7).
Healy, S. (2009). Alternative economies. International encyclopedia of human
geography, 338-344.
Heikkila, E., & Xu, Y. (2013). Seven prototypical Chinese cities. Urban Studies, 51(4),
827-847.
Heikkurinen, P. (2018). Degrowth by means of technology? A treatise for an ethos of
releasement. Journal of Cleaner Production, 197, 1654-1665.
Hickel, J., & Kallis, G. (2020). Is green growth possible?. New political economy, 25(4),
469-486.
Higgins-Desbiolles, F. (2010). The elusiveness of sustainability in tourism: The cultureideology of consumerism and its implications. Tourism and Hospitality
Research, 10(2), 116-129.
Higgins-Desbiolles, F. (2018). Sustainable tourism: Sustaining tourism or something
more?. Tourism management perspectives, 25, 157-160.
Higgins-Desbiolles, F. (2020). Socialising tourism for social and ecological justice after
COVID-19. Tourism Geographies, 1-14.
Higgins-Desbiolles, F., Carnicelli, S., Krolikowski, C., Wijesinghe, G., & Boluk, K.
(2019). Degrowing tourism: rethinking tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
27(12), 1926-1944.
Hill, M., & Hupe, P. (2002). Implementing public policy: Governance in theory and in
practice. Sage.
Hitchcock, M., King, V.T. and Parnwell, M.J.G. (1993) Tourism in South-East Asia:
Introduction. In M. Hitchcock; V.T. King and M.J.G. Parnwell (eds) Tourism in
South-East Asia (pp.1–31). London: Routledge.

249

Hogwood, B. W., & Gunn, L. A. (1985). Policy analysis for the real world (Vol. 69).
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Howarth, R. B., & Norgaard, R. B. (1990). Intergenerational resource rights, efficiency,
and social optimality. Land economics, 66(1), 1-11.
Howarth, R. B., & Norgaard, R. B. (1992). Environmental valuation under sustainable
development. The American Economic Review, 82(2), 473-477.
Hristov, D., Ramkissoon, H., & Naumov, N. (2020). Distributed leadership in DMOs: a
review of literature and directions for future research.
Hu, Y., & Yao, J. (2019). Illuminating economic growth. International Monetary Fund.
Hueting, R. (2010). Why environmental sustainability can most probably not be attained
with growing production. Journal of Cleaner Production, 18(6), 525-530.
Ikerd, J. (2005). Sustainable capitalism. A Matter of Common Sense.
Illich, I. D. (1971). Growth: Myth and Reality. Quaere, 1, 10.
Illich, I. (1973). Re-Tooling Society. Philippine Studies, 21(1/2), 125-185.
Interagency Visitor Use Management Council (IVUMC) (2020). Glossary of Key Terms
Retrieved from
https://visitorusemanagement.nps.gov/Content/documents/Glossary.pdf.
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (2014). Climate change 2014 synthesis
report. Retrieved from https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/syr/
Ioannides, D., & Gyimóthy, S. (2020). The COVID-19 crisis as an opportunity for
escaping the unsustainable global tourism path. Tourism Geographies, 1-9.
Ivanova, M. N. (2011). Consumerism and the crisis: wither ‘the American
dream’?. Critical Sociology, 37(3), 329-350.
Jackson, T. (2009). Prosperity without growth: Economics for a finite planet. Routledge.
Jackson, T. (2014). Sustainable consumption. In Handbook of sustainable development.
Edward Elgar Publishing.
Jackson, T. (2016). Prosperity without growth: foundations for the economy of tomorrow.
Taylor & Francis.

250

Jacobs, G., & Šlaus, I. (2010). Indicators of economic progress: the power of
measurement and human welfare. Cadmus J, 1, 53-113.
Jansson, A., & Jansson, B. O. (1994). Ecosystem properties as a basis for
sustainability. Investing in natural capital: the ecological economics approach to
sustainability. Island Press, Washington DC, 74-91.
Kallis, G. (2011). In defence of degrowth. Ecological economics, 70(5), 873-880.
Kallis, G. (2015). The degrowth alternative. Great Transition Initiative, 1-6.
Kallis, G., Kerschner, C., & Martinez-Alier, J. (2012). The economics of
degrowth. Ecological economics, 84, 172-180.
Kallis, G., Kostakis, V., Lange, S., Muraca, B., Paulson, S., & Schmelzer, M. (2018).
Research on degrowth. Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 43, 291316.
Kallis, G., & March, H. (2015). Imaginaries of hope: the utopianism of degrowth. Annals
of the association of American geographers, 105(2), 360-368.
Kallis, G. (2018). Degrowth. Newcastle upon Tyne. Agenda publishing.
Karmin, M., Saag, L., Vicente, M., Sayres, M. A. W., Järve, M., Talas, U. G., ... &
Kivisild, T. (2015). A recent bottleneck of Y chromosome diversity coincides
with a global change in culture. Genome research, 25(4), 459-466.
Kasperson, R. E. (1977). Participation through centrally planned social change: Lessons
from the American experience on the urban scene. Public Participation in
Planning, 173-190.
Keping, Y. (2018). Governance and good governance: A new framework for political
analysis. Fudan Journal of the Humanities and Social Sciences, 11(1), 1-8.
Kerschner, C. (2010). Economic de-growth vs. steady-state economy. Journal of cleaner
production, 18(6), 544-551.
Keshavarz, Y., & Jamshidi, D. (2018). Service quality evaluation and the mediating role
of perceived value and customer satisfaction in customer loyalty. International
Journal of Tourism Cities.
Kharas, H. (2017). The unprecedented expansion of the global middle class: An update.

251

Klitgaard, K. A., & Krall, L. (2012). Ecological economics, degrowth, and institutional
change. Ecological Economics, 84, 247-253.
Kintisch, E. (2009). Projections of climate change go from bad to worse, scientists report.
Science (New York, N.Y.), 323(5921), 1546-1547.
Kirchherr, J., Reike, D., & Hekkert, M. (2017). Conceptualizing the circular economy:
An analysis of 114 definitions. Resources, conservation and recycling, 127, 221232.
Koens, K., Postma, A., & Papp, B. (2018). Is overtourism overused? Understanding the
impact of tourism in a city context. Sustainability, 10(12), 4384.
Kohl, J. (2019). In focus 4: managing overtourism through a holistic lens. Overtourism:
Excesses, Discontents and Measures in Travel and Tourism, CABI, Boston, MA,
224-226.
Kolbert, E. (2014). The sixth extinction: An unnatural history. A&C Black.
Korhonen, J., Honkasalo, A., & Seppälä, J. (2018). Circular economy: the concept and its
limitations. Ecological economics, 143, 37-46.
Kothari, A., Demaria, F., & Acosta, A. (2014). Buen Vivir, degrowth and ecological
Swaraj: Alternatives to sustainable development and the green economy.
Development, 57(3-4), 362-375.
Krippendorf, J. (2010). Holiday makers. Taylor & Francis.
Krpan, D., & Basso, F. (2021). Keep Degrowth or go Rebirth? Regulatory focus theory
and the support for a sustainable downscaling of production and
consumption. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 74, 101586.
Laesser, C., & Beritelli, P. (2013). St. Gallen consensus on destination
management. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 2(1), 46-49.
Landry, C. E., Bergstrom, J., Salazar, J., & Turner, D. (2021). How has the COVID‐19
pandemic affected outdoor recreation in the US? A revealed preference
approach. Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, 43(1), 443-457.
Lang, M., & Marsden, T. (2018). Rethinking growth: Towards the well-being
economy. Local Economy, 33(5), 496-514.
Latouche, S. (2007). De-growth: an electoral stake?. The international journal of
inclusive democracy, 3(1), 14-18.

252

Latouche, S. (2009). Farewell to growth. Polity.
Law, C. M. (2002). Urban tourism: the visitor economy and the growth of large
cities (No. Ed. 2). Continuum.
Laws, E., Prideaux, B., & Chon, K. S. (Eds.). (2007). Crisis management in tourism.
Cabi.
Leakey, R. E., & Lewin, R. (1996). The sixth extinction: patterns of life and the future of
humankind. Anchor.
Lebel, L., & Lorek, S. (2008). Enabling sustainable production-consumption
systems. Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 33, 241-275.
Lenin, V. I. (2012). Essential works of Lenin:" What is to be done?" and other writings.
Courier Corporation.
Li, G., Song, H., Cao, Z., & Wu, D. C. (2013). How competitive is Hong Kong against its
competitors? An econometric study. Tourism Management, 36, 247-256.
Limberg, J., Steinebach, Y., Bayerlein, L., & Knill, C. (2021). The more the better? Rule
growth and policy impact from a macro perspective. European journal of political
research, 60(2), 438-454.
Lin, B. Q. (2003). Economic growth, income inequality, and poverty reduction in
People's Republic of China. Asian development review, 20(2), 105-124.
Lin, B., & Fu, X. (2020). Gaze and tourist-host relationship–state of the art. Tourism
Review.
Lindberg, K., & McCool, S. F. (1998). A critique of environmental carrying capacity as a
means of managing the effects of tourism development. Environmental
Conservation, 25(4), 291-292.
Lippit, V. D. (2007). Capitalism. Routledge.
Liu, J. Y., Fujimori, S., Takahashi, K., Hasegawa, T., Su, X., & Masui, T. (2018).
Socioeconomic factors and future challenges of the goal of limiting the increase in
global average temperature to 1.5 C. Carbon Management, 9(5), 447-457.
Liu, Z. (2003). Sustainable tourism development: A critique. Journal of sustainable
tourism, 11(6), 459-475.

253

Loiseau, E., Saikku, L., Antikainen, R., Droste, N., Hansjürgens, B., Pitkänen, K., ... &
Thomsen, M. (2016). Green economy and related concepts: An overview. Journal
of cleaner production, 139, 361-371.
Long, P. T., Perdue, R. R., & Allen, L. (1990). Rural resident tourism perceptions and
attitudes by community level of tourism. Journal of travel research, 28(3), 3-9.
López, L. A., Arce, G., Morenate, M., & Monsalve, F. (2016). Assessing the inequality of
Spanish households through the carbon footprint: The 21st century great recession
effect. Journal of Industrial Ecology, 20(3), 571-581.
Lord, C. G., Ross, L., & Lepper, M. R. (1979). Biased assimilation and attitude
polarization: The effects of prior theories on subsequently considered
evidence. Journal of personality and social psychology, 37(11), 2098.
Magdoff, F., & Foster, J. B. (2011). What every environmentalist needs to know about
capitalism: A citizen's guide to capitalism and the environment. NYU Press.
Manning, R.E. (2001). Visitor experience and resource protection: A framework for
managing the carrying capacity of National Parks. Journal of Park & Recreation
Administration, 19(1).
Manning, R. E. (2011). Defining and managing visitor capacity in National Parks: A
program of research in the US National Park System. Journal of Tourism and
Leisure Studies, 17(2), 183-214.
Manning, R. E. (2013). Parks and carrying capacity: Commons without tragedy. Island
Press.
Martin, G. (1998). Generational differences amongst new age travellers. The Sociological
Review, 46(4), 735-756.
Martínez-Alier, J., Pascual, U., Vivien, F. D., & Zaccai, E. (2010). Sustainable degrowth: Mapping the context, criticisms and future prospects of an emergent
paradigm. Ecological economics, 69(9), 1741-1747.
Masco, J. (2017). The crisis in crisis. Current Anthropology, 58(S15), S65-S76.
Mason, J. (2002). Designing qualitative research. Qualitative researching, 2.
Mason, P. 2015. Post-Capitalism: A Guide to Our Future. London: Allen Lane.
Mason, P. 2016. “Nach Dem Kapitalismus?!” Blätter Für Deutsche Und Internationale
Politik 5(16): 45–59.

254

Mayntz, R. (2006). Transition to sustainable development: Lessons from governance
theory. http://www. ksinetwork. nl/downs/output/Mayntz_nov_2006. pdf, 30(11),
2009.
Maxey, I. (1999). Beyond boundaries? Activism, academia, reflexivity and
research. Area, 31(3), 199-208.
Mazzucato, M., & Jacobs, M. (2016). Rethinking Capitalism. London: Wiley-Blackwell.
McCool, S. F., & Lime, D. W. (2001). Tourism carrying capacity: tempting fantasy or
useful reality? Journal of sustainable tourism, 9(5), 372-388.
McCool, S. F., & Martin, S. R. (1994). Community attachment and attitudes toward
tourism development. Journal of Travel research, 32(3), 29-34.
McDonnell, J. E., Abelvik-Lawson, H., & Short, D. (2020). A Paradox of ‘Sustainable
Development’: A Critique of the Ecological Order of Capitalism. In The Emerald
Handbook of Crime, Justice and Sustainable Development. Emerald Publishing
Limited.
McIntyre, M., & Nast, H. J. (2011). Bio (necro) polis: Marx, surplus populations, and the
spatial dialectics of reproduction and “race”. Antipode, 43(5), 1465-1488.
Meadows, D. L. (2006). Tools for the Transition to Sustainability. In The future of
sustainability (pp. 161-178). Springer, Dordrecht.
Meadows, D. H., Meadows, D. L., Randers, J., & Behrens, W. W. (1972). The limits to
growth. New York, 102, 27.
Meadows, D., Randers, J., & Meadows, D. (2004). Limits to growth: The 30-year update.
Chelsea Green Publishing.
Milano, C., Novelli, M., & Cheer, J. M. (2019). Overtourism and degrowth: a social
movements perspective. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(12), 1857-1875.
Milanovic, B. (2019). Capitalism, alone: The future of the system that rules the world.
Harvard University Press.
Milne, M. J., Kearins, K., & Walton, S. (2006). Creating adventures in wonderland: The
journey metaphor and environmental sustainability. Organization, 13(6), 801-839.
Monbiot, G. (2012). How “sustainability” became “sustained growth.”. The
Guardian, 22.

255

Moraru, A. D., Duhnea, C., Barbulescu, A., Juganaru, M., & Juganaru, I. D. (2021).
Residents’ Attitude toward Tourism—Do the Benefits Outweigh the Downsides?
The Case of Constanta, Romania. Sustainability, 13(2), 882.
Morrison, T.H., Adger, W.N., Brown, K., Lemos, M.C., Huitema, D., Phelps, J., ... &
Hughes, T.P. (2019). The black box of power in polycentric environmental
governance. Global Environmental Change, 57, 101934
Morse, J. M. (2010). Simultaneous and sequential qualitative mixed method
designs. Qualitative Inquiry, 16(6), 483-491.
Morse, S., & McNamara, N. (2013). Sustainable livelihood approach: A critique of
theory and practice. Springer Science & Business Media.
Munda, G. (1997a). Environmental economics, ecological economics, and the concept of
sustainable development. Environmental values, 6(2), 213-233.
Munda, G. (1997b). Multicriteria evaluation as a multidimensional approach to welfare
measurement. J. van den Bergh and J. van der Straaten (eds.), Economy and
Ecosystems in Change: Analytical and Historical Approaches. Cheltenham,
Edward Elgar, 96–115.
Munda, G. (2005). Measuring sustainability: a multi-criterion framework. Environment,
Development and Sustainability, 7(1), 117-134.
Muraca, B. (2012). Towards a fair degrowth-society: Justice and the right to a ‘good
life’beyond growth. Futures, 44(6), 535-545.
Muraca, B. 2013. Décroissance: A Project for a Radical Transformation of Society.
Environmental Values 22: 147–169. doi:10.3197/096327113X13581561725112.
Murphy (2021). Hawaii is rethinking tourism. Here’s what that means for you.
Bloomberg. Retrieved from https://tourismanalytics.com/news-articles/hawaii-isrethinking-tourism-heres-what-that-means-for-you
Musu, I. & Siniscalco, D. (1996). National accounts and the environment. Dordrecht,
Kluwer Academic Publishers.
Næss, P. (2006). Unsustainable growth, unsustainable capitalism. Journal of Critical
Realism, 5(2), 197-227.

256

Naradda Gamage, S. K., Hewa Kuruppuge, R., & Haq, I. U. (2017). Energy consumption,
tourism development, and environmental degradation in Sri Lanka. Energy
Sources, Part B: Economics, Planning, and Policy, 12(10), 910-916.
National Park Service. (1997). The visitor experience and resource protection
framework: A handbook for planners and managers. Denver, CO: Department of
the Interior
Naumov, N., Ramkissoon, H., & Hristov, D. (2021). Distributed leadership in DMOs: A
review of the literature and directions for future research. Tourism Planning &
Development, 18(4), 398-414.
Navarro, V. (2007). Neoliberalism as a class ideology; or, the political causes of the
growth of inequalities. International Journal of Health Services, 37(1), 47-62.
Nepal, S. K. (2020). Travel and tourism after COVID-19–business as usual or
opportunity to reset?. Tourism Geographies, 1-5.
Neufeld, D. (2020). Visualizing the countries most reliant on tourism. Visual Capitalist.
Newall, J. E. (1992). The challenge of competitiveness. Business quarterly, 56(4), 94100.
Nguyen, C. P., Thanh, S. D., & Nguyen, B. (2020). Economic uncertainty and tourism
consumption. Tourism Economics, 1354816620981519.
Novais, M. A., Ruhanen, L., & Arcodia, C. (2018). Destination competitiveness: A
phenomenographic study. Tourism Management, 64, 324-334.
Odum, E. P. (1953). Fundamentals of ecology. Saunders. Philadelphia.
Odum, E. P. (1959). Fundamentals of ecology (No. 504 ODU).
Oh, K., Jeong, Y., Lee, D., Lee, W., & Choi, J. (2005). Determining development density
using the urban carrying capacity assessment system. Landscape and urban
planning, 73(1), 1-15.
Okafor, L. E., Khalid, U., & Burzynska, K. (2022). Does the level of a country's
resilience moderate the link between the tourism industry and the economic
policy response to the COVID-19 pandemic?. Current Issues in Tourism, 25(2),
303-318.
O'Neill, D. W. (2012). Measuring progress in the degrowth transition to a steady state
economy. Ecological economics, 84, 221-231.

257

O'Neill, D. W. (2014). The proximity of nations to a socially sustainable steady-state
economy. Journal of Cleaner Production, 108, 1213-1231.
O'Reilly, A. M. (1986). Tourism carrying capacity: concept and issues. Tourism
management, 7(4), 254-258.
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2020). Tourism
trends and policies 2020. Retrieved from https://www.oecd.org/cfe/tourism/oecdtourism-trends-and-policies20767773.htm#:~:text=SUMMARIES%20available%20in%2013%20languages%
20Expand%20%20,%20%20OECD%E8%AB%B8%E5%9B%BD%E3%81%AE
%E8%A6%B3%E5%85%89%E6%A5%AD%E3%80%80%E3%83%88%E3%83
%AC%E3%83%B3%E3%83%89%E3%81%A8%E6%94%BF%E7%AD%96%E
3%80%802020%E5%B9%B4%E7%89%88%20%208%20more%20rows%20.
Our Global Neighborhood (1995). Retrieved from https://www.gdrc.org/u-gov/globalneighbourhood/chap1.htm
Pacheco, L. F., Altrichter, M., Beck, H., Buchori, D., & Owusu, E. H. (2018). Economic
Growth as a Major Cause of Environmental Crisis: Comment to Ripple et
al. Bioscience, 68(4), 238-238.
Page, S.J. and Dowling, R.K. (2002). Ecotourism. Harlow: Prentice Hall.
Panayotou, T. (2016). Economic growth and the environment. The environment in
anthropology, 140-148.
Panzer-Krause, S. (2019). Networking towards sustainable tourism: Innovations between
green growth and degrowth strategies. Regional Studies, 53(7), 927-938.
Pardo, C., & Ladeiras, A. (2020). Covid-19 “tourism in flight mode”: a lost opportunity
to rethink tourism–towards a more sustainable and inclusive society. Worldwide
Hospitality and Tourism Themes.
Patnaik, E. (2013). Reflexivity: Situating the researcher in qualitative
research. Humanities and Social Science Studies, 2(2), 98-106.
Pauli, G. A. (2010). The blue economy: 10 years, 100 innovations, 100 million jobs.
Paradigm publications.
Paulson, S. (2017). Degrowth: culture, power and change. Journal of Political Ecology,
24(1), 425-448.

258

Pearce, D. G. (1992). Tourist Organizations. Harlow: Longman Group UK Ltd.
Pearce, D., Hamilton, K., & Atkinson, G. (1996). Measuring sustainable development:
progress on indicators. Environment and Development Economics, 1(1), 85-101.
Peeters, P.M. (2019). Overtourism: impact and possible policy responses. Presentation
for the Committee on Transport and Tourism. Retrieved from
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/188404/20191106_Overtourism_Peeters
-original.pdf
Peeters, P. M., Gössling, S., Klijs, J., Milano, C., Novelli, M., Dijkmans, C. H. S., ... &
Mitas, O. (2021). Research for TRAN Committee-Overtourism: impact and
possible policy responses. European Parliament, Directorate General for Internal
Policies, Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies, Transport and
Tourism.
Petridis, P., Muraca, B., & Kallis, G. (2015). Degrowth: between a scientific concept and
a slogan for a social movement. In Handbook of ecological economics. Edward
Elgar Publishing.
Petschow, U., Ferdinand, J. P., Diekel, S., & Flämig, H. (2014). Dezentrale Produktion,
3D-Druck und Nachhaltigkeit. Schriftenreihe des IÖW, 206, 14.
Peura, P. (2013). From Unlimited Growth to Sustainable Energy. The origin of
operational patterns by means of social selection. Acta Wasaensia, 43.
Pigram, J. J. (1990). Sustainable tourism-policy considerations. Journal of Tourism
Studies, 1(2), 2-9.
Pike, S. (2004). Destination brand positioning slogans-towards the development of a set
of accountability criteria. Acta Turistica, 16(2), 102-124.
Pitketty, T. (2014). Capital in the Twentieth-First Century. Cambridge MA: Harvard
University Press.
Plumwood, V. (2017). The environment. A Companion to Feminist Philosophy, 213-222.
Pollin, R. (2019). Degrowth versus Green New Deal: Response to Juliet Schor and
Andrew Jorgenson. Review of Radical Political Economics, 51(2), 330-332.
Porter, M. E. (1990). The competitive advantage of nations: with a new introduction. Free
Pr.

259

Power, D. (2014). The Curve Ahead: Discovering the Path to Unlimited Growth.
Macmillan.
Prinzen, T. 2005. The Logic of Sufficiency. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Prinzen, T. (2010). Treading softly: Paths to ecological order. Mit Press.
Prior, L. (2003). Using documents in social research. Sage.
Pulido, L. (2016). Flint, environmental racism, and racial capitalism. Capitalism Nature
Socialism, 27(3), 1–16.
Purvis, B., Mao, Y., & Robinson, D. (2019). Three pillars of sustainability: in search of
conceptual origins. Sustainability Science, 14(3), 681-695.
Rahmani, A., Fakhraee, A., Karami, S., & Kamari, Z. (2015). A quantitative approach to
estimating carrying capacity in determining the ecological capability of urban
tourism areas (case study: Eram Boulevard of Hamadan city). Asia pacific journal
of tourism research, 20(7), 807-821.
Raju, M. S., Udayashankar, N., & Seshadri, S. (2019). Measuring Tourism Carrying
Capacity: A Multi-Dimensional Framework for Assessment. In Environmental
Impacts of Tourism in Developing Nations (pp. 42-67). IGI Global.
Raworth, K. (2017). Doughnut economics: seven ways to think like a 21st-century
economist. Chelsea Green Publishing.
Research and Degrowth (2022). Definition. Retrieved from
https://degrowth.org/definition-2/
Redclift, M. (2010). Development and the environmental crisis: Red or green
alternatives. Routledge.
Reich, R. (2011). Aftershock: The next economy and America's future. New York:
Random House.
Rengasamy, S. (2009). Understanding urbanization & urban community development.
Retrieved from https://www.scribd.com/doc/21976896/UnderstandingUrbanization-Urban-Community-Development
Resilience (2020a). ROAR roundtable: COVID-19 and the climate crisis. Retrieved from
https://www.resilience.org/stories/2020-06-25/roar-roundtable-covid-19-and-theclimate-crisis/

260

Resilience (2020b). Is the economic shut down what degrowth advocates have been
calling for? Retrieved from https://www.resilience.org/stories/2020-03-24/is-theeconomic-shut-down-what-degrowth-advocates-have-been-calling-for/
Richardson, D. (2017). Suffering the strain of tourism. Retrieved from: TTG@ wtm.
Ritchie, J. B., & Crouch, G. I. (2003). The competitive destination: A sustainable tourism
perspective. Cabi.
Ripple, W. J., Wolf, C., Newsome, T. M., Galetti, M., Alamgir, M., Crist, E., ... & 15,364
scientist signatories from 184 countries. (2017). World scientists’ warning to
humanity: A second notice. BioScience, 67(12), 1026-1028.
Robinson, O. C. (2014). Sampling in interview-based qualitative research: A theoretical
and practical guide. Qualitative research in psychology, 11(1), 25-41.
Robinson, C. (2000). Black Marxism: The Making of the Black Radical Tradition. Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina
Robra, B., & Heikkurinen, P. (2019). Degrowth and the sustainable development
goals. Decent Work and Economic Growth, 3, 1-11.
Rockström, J., Steffen, W., Noone, K., Persson, Å., Chapin III, F. S., Lambin, E., &
Nykvist, B. (2009). Planetary boundaries: exploring the safe operating space for
humanity. Ecology and society, 14(2).
Rodrik, D. (2007). Introduction to one economics, many recipes: Globalization,
institutions, and economic growth. Introductory Chapters.
Romagosa, F. (2020). The COVID-19 crisis: Opportunities for sustainable and proximity
tourism. Tourism Geographies, 1-5.
Rosa, H., & Henning, C. (Eds.). (2017). The good life beyond growth: New perspectives.
Routledge.
Rotmans, J., & van Asselt, M. B. (1999). Perspectives on a sustainable
future. International Journal of Sustainable Development, 2(2), 201-230.
Rome, A. (2013). The genius of Earth Day: How a 1970 teach-in unexpectedly made the
first green generation. Macmillan.
Roy, M. (2020) Coastal Tourism and Environment Issues of Concern and Sustainability:
A Case Study in Digha, West Bengal, India.

261

Rubin, H. J., & Rubin, I. S. (2005). The responsive interview as an extended
conversation. Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing data, 108-128.
Ryan, C., & Montgomery, D. (1994). The attitudes of Bakewell residents to tourism and
issues in community responsive tourism. Tourism management, 15(5), 358-369.
Saldaña, J. (2009). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. Sage Publications Ltd.
Sayre, K. M. (2010). Unearthed: The economic roots of our environmental crisis.
University of Notre Dame Press.
Schlosberg, D., and Coles, R. (2015). “The New Environmentalism of Everyday Life:
Sustainability, Material Flows and Movements.” Contemporary Political Theory
15: 1–22.
Schneider, F., Kallis, G., & Martinez-Alier, J. (2010). Crisis or opportunity? Economic
degrowth for social equity and ecological sustainability. Introduction to this
special issue. Journal of cleaner production, 18(6), 511-518.
Schumpeter, J. A. (1991). The economics and sociology of capitalism. Princeton
University Press.
Schwartzman, D. (2012). A critique of degrowth and its politics. Capitalism Nature
Socialism, 23(1), 119-125.
Sekulova, F., Kallis, G., Rodríguez-Labajos, B., & Schneider, F. (2013). Degrowth: from
theory to practice. Journal of cleaner Production, 38, 1-6.
Sharif, A., Saha, S., & Loganathan, N. (2017). Does tourism sustain economic growth?
Wavelet-based evidence from the United States. Tourism Analysis, 22(4), 467482.
Sharpley, R. (1994). The tourist-host relationship. Tourism, tourists and society., 162188.
Shelby, B., & Heberlein, T.A. (1986). Carrying Capacity in Recreation Settings.
Corvallis: Oregon State University Press.
Shende, V. A., Janbandhu, K. S., & Patil, K. G. (2015). Impact of human beings on
environment. International Journal of Researches in Bioscience, Agriculture and
Technology. Special, (3).

262

Shinebourne, P. (2011). The Theoretical Underpinnings of Interpretative
Phenomenological Analysis (IPA). Existential Analysis: Journal of the Society for
Existential Analysis, 22(1).
Shove, E., & Warde, A. (2002). Inconspicuous consumption: the sociology of
consumption, lifestyles and the environment. Sociological theory and the
environment: classical foundations, contemporary insights, 230(51), 230-251.
Silverman, D. (2010). Doing qualitative research, 3rd edn, Sage, London.
Singh, A. (2018). Capitalism, Consumerism and Popular Culture. International Journal
of Research GRANTHAALAYAH, 6(4), 205-210.
Singh, S. J., & Haas, W. (2012). Aid, metabolism and social conflicts in the Nicobar
Islands. Ecological Economics from the Ground Up, 35-54.
Sklair, L. (1991). Sociology of the Global System. New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf.
SkubałA, P. (2018). World scientists’ second warning to humanity: the time for change is
now. BioScience.
Smith-Godfrey, S. (2016). Defining the blue economy. Maritime affairs: Journal of the
national maritime foundation of India, 12(1), 58-64.
Smith, A. (1776). An inquiry into the nature and causes of the wealth of nations: Volume
One. London: printed for W. Strahan; and T. Cadell, 1776.
Smith, R. (2010). Beyond growth or beyond capitalism. real-world economics review, 53,
28-42.
Smith, M. K., Egedy, T., Csizmady, A., Jancsik, A., Olt, G., & Michalkó, G. (2018).
Non-planning and tourism consumption in Budapest's inner city. Tourism
Geographies, 20(3), 524-548.
Smith, V. L. (2001). Tourism change and impacts. Hosts and guests revisited: Tourism
issues of the 21st century, 107-121.
Soper, K. 2007. “Rethinking the Good Life: The Citizenship Dimension of Consumer
Disaffection with Consumerism.” Journal of Consumer Culture 7 (2): 205–229.
doi:10.1177/1469540507077681.
Soper, K. 2008. “Alternative Hedonism, Cultural Theory and the Role of Aesthetic
Revisioning.” Cultural Studies 22 (5): 567–587.

263

Spangenberg, J. H. (2014). Institutional change for strong sustainable consumption:
sustainable consumption and the degrowth economy. Sustainability: Science,
Practice and Policy, 10(1), 62-77.
Stabler, M. J., & Goodall, B. (1997). Environmental awareness, action and performance
in the Guernsey hospitality sector. Tourism Management, 18(1), 19-33.
Stankey, G. H., Cole, D. N., Lucas, R. C., Petersen, M. E., & Frissell, S. S. (1985). The
limits of acceptable change (LAC) system for wilderness planning. The limits of
acceptable change (LAC) system for wilderness planning., (INT-176).
Steffen, W., Richardson, K., Rockström, J., Cornell, S. E., Fetzer, I., Bennett, E. M., ... &
Sörlin, S. (2015). Planetary boundaries: Guiding human development on a
changing planet. Science, 347(6223).
Steinberger JK, Krausmann F, GetznerM, Schandl H,West J. (2013). Development and
dematerialization: an international study. PLOS ONE 8(10):e70385
Steinsson, J. (2020). How Did Growth Begin? The Industrial Revolution and its
Antecedents. University of California, Berkeley.
Sternberg, E. (2015). Defining capitalism. economic affairs, 35(3), 380-396.
Stoker, G. (1998). Governance as theory: five propositions. International social science
journal, 50(155), 17-28.
Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and
Procedures for Developing Grounded Theory. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications, Inc.
Streeck, W. 2011. “The Crisis of Democratic Capitalism.” New Left Review 71: 5–29.
Streeck, W. 2014a. “How Will Capitalism End?” New Left Review 87: 35–64.
Streeck, W. 2014b. Buying Time: The Delayed Crisis of Democratic Capitalism. London:
Verso.
Streimikiene, D., Svagzdiene, B., Jasinskas, E., & Simanavicius, A. (2021). Sustainable
tourism development and competitiveness: The systematic literature
review. Sustainable Development, 29(1), 259-271.
Stuart, D., Gunderson, R., & Petersen, B. (2020). The Degrowth Alternative: A Path to
Address Our Environmental Crisis?. Routledge.

264

Su, Y., Xue, H., & Liang, H. (2019). An Evaluation Model for Urban Comprehensive
Carrying Capacity: An Empirical Case from Harbin City. International journal of
environmental research and public health, 16(3), 367.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16030367
Sunstein, C. R., & Thaler, R. H. (2003). Libertarian paternalism is not an oxymoron. The
University of Chicago Law Review, 1159-1202.
Suzman, J. (2017). Affluence without abundance: The disappearing world of the
Bushmen. Bloomsbury Publishing USA.
Sweileh, W. M. (2020). Bibliometric analysis of scientific publications on “sustainable
development goals” with emphasis on “good health and well-being” goal (2015–
2019). Globalization and health, 16(1), 1-13.
Thaler, R. H., & Sunstein, C. R. (2009). Nudge: Improving decisions about health,
wealth, and happiness. Penguin.
Timilsina, R. R., Kotani, K., & Kamijo, Y. (2017). Sustainability of common pool
resources. PLoS One, 12(2), e0170981.
Timilsina, R. R., Shahrier, S., & Kotani, K. (2020). Capitalism and Sustainability
Dilemmas. In Future Design (pp. 151-167). Springer, Singapore.
Tollefson (2020). How the coronavirus pandemic slashed carbon emissions — in five
graphs. Retrieved from http://dhushara.com/Biocrisis/20/5/less%20co2.pdf
Trainer, T. (2002). Recognising the limits to growth: a challenge to political
economy. Journal of Australian Political Economy, The, (50), 163-178.
Trost, J. E. (1986). Statistically nonrepresentative stratified sampling: A sampling
technique for qualitative studies. Qualitative sociology, 9(1), 54-57.
Turk, L., & Yarahmadi, A. M. (2019). Unplanned Development of Tourism and its
Impact on the Environment of the Lakes (Case Sample: Gahar Lake,
Lorestan). Environmental Management Hazards, 6(1), 83-95.
Tymoigne, E., & Wray, L. R. (2013). Modern money theory 101: A reply to critics. Levy
Economics Institute, Working Papers Series, (778).
UNESCO (2019). Sustainable development. Retrieved from
https://en.unesco.org/themes/education-sustainable-development/what-is-esd/sd

265

United Nations. Department of Economic and Social Affairs. (n.d.). The 17 goals.
Retrieved from https://sdgs.un.org/goals
United Nation World Commission on Environment and Development (UNWCED).
(1987). Our Common Future. Oxford University Press: New York
United Nation World Tourism Organization. (2018). Overtourism? Understanding and
managing urban tourism growth beyond Perceptions. Madrid: UNWTO
United Nation World Tourism Organizationa (n.d.). Glossary of tourism terms. Retrieved
from https://www.unwto.org/glossary-tourism-terms
United Nation World Tourism Organizationb (n.d.). Sustainable development. Retrieved
from https://www.unwto.org/sustainable-development
United Nation World Tourism Organizationc (n.d.). Data, Intelligence and Trends.
Retrieved from https://www.unwto.org/archive/competitiveness-marketintelligence
UNWTO (n.d.). UNWTO Panel of experts confidence index survey. Retrieved from
https://www.unwto.org/node/11557
UNWTO (2020). Sustainability as the new normal: A vision for the future of tourism.
Retrieved from https://www.unwto.org/covid-19-oneplanet-responsible-recovery
UNWTO (1997). Agenda 21 for Travel and Tourism: Towards Environmentally
Sustainable Tourism; WTO, WTTC and the Earth Council: London, UK
UNWTO (2022). Sustainable Development. Retrieved from
https://www.unwto.org/sustainable-development
UNWTO (2021). 2020: Worst year in tourism history with 1 billion fewer international
arrivals. Retrieved from https://www.unwto.org/news/2020-worst-year-intourism-history-with-1-billion-fewer-international-arrivals
Valdivielso, J., & Moranta, J. (2019). The social construction of the tourism degrowth
discourse in the Balearic Islands. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(12), 18761892.
Van den Bergh, J. C. (2010). Relax about GDP growth: implications for climate and
crisis policies. Journal of Cleaner Production, 18(6), 540-543.
Van den Bergh, J. C. (2011). Environment versus growth—A criticism of “degrowth”
and a plea for “a-growth”. Ecological economics, 70(5), 881-890.

266

Van den Bergh, J. C. (2017). A third option for climate policy within potential limits to
growth. Nature Climate Change, 7(2), 107-112.
Van den Bergh, J.C., & Antal, M. (2014). Evaluating alternatives to GDP as measures of
social welfare/progress (No. 56). WWWforEurope Working Paper.
Van den Bergh, J. C., & Kallis, G. (2012). Growth, a-growth or degrowth to stay within
planetary boundaries? Journal of Economic Issues, 46(4), 909-920.
Van den Bergh, H. (2016). Economic growth and development. World Scientific
Publishing Company.
van der Wal, L. (2020). Planning degrowth: An explorative study into the value of a
degrowth approach for sustainable urban planning in Amsterdam.
Van Manen, M. (1990). Beyond assumptions: Shifting the limits of action
research. Theory into practice, 29(3), 152-157.
Victor, D. G. (2008). Climate accession deals: new strategies for taming growth of
greenhouse gases in developing countries. Harvard Project on International
Climate Agreements Discussion Paper, 18.
Vidal (2009). Carbon emissions will fall 3% due to recession, say world energy analysts.
The Guardian. Retrieved from
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2009/oct/06/carbon-cuts-recession-iea
Vidal, M. (2019). Work and Exploitation in Capitalism. The Oxford Handbook of Karl
Marx, 241.
Vlaev, I., King, D., Dolan, P., & Darzi, A. (2016). The theory and practice of “nudging”:
changing health behaviors. Public Administration Review, 76(4), 550-561.
Wackernagel, M., Hanscom, L., & Lin, D. (2017). Making the sustainable development
goals consistent with sustainability. Frontiers in Energy Research, 5, 18.
Wallis, V. (2010). Beyond" green capitalism. Monthly Review, 61(9), 32-48.
Wang, F. (2013). Beijing as a globally fluent city. Beijing
Wang, Q., Zhao, M., Li, R., & Su, M. (2018). Decomposition and decoupling analysis of
carbon emissions from economic growth: A comparative study of China and the
United States. Journal of Cleaner Production, 197, 178-184.

267

Ward, J. D., Sutton, P. C., Werner, A. D., Costanza, R., Mohr, S. H., & Simmons, C. T.
(2016). Is decoupling GDP growth from environmental impact possible?. PloS
one, 11(10), e0164733.
Warner, J. (2015). Near-moneys: more physical or electronic? Banknotes of the World, 1,
22-25.
Weber, M. (1958). The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. (T. Parsons, Trans.)
Scribner's, New York. (Original work published 1904-1905).
Webster, C., & Ivanov, S. (2014). Transforming competitiveness into economic benefits:
Does tourism stimulate economic growth in more competitive
destinations?. Tourism Management, 40, 137-140.
Weiss, M., & Cattaneo, C. (2017). Degrowth–taking stock and reviewing an emerging
academic paradigm. Ecological Economics, 137, 220-230.
Wells, A. (1972). Picture-tube imperialism? The impact of US television on Latin
America.
Wendt, J. A. (2020). Directions and areas of tourism research in Kazakhstan. Geo
Journal of Tourism and Geosites, 32(4), 1418-1424.
Wenzel, J. (2019). The disposition of nature: Environmental crisis and world literature.
Fordham University Press.
Werthner, H., & Klein, S. (1999). Information technology and tourism: a challenging
relationship. Springer-Verlag Wien.
Willan, P. (2021). We can’t let Venice sink like a stone, says Mick Jagger. A host of
celebrities fear the beauty of the city could be lost. The Times. Retrieved from
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/we-cant-let-venice-sink-like-a-stone-saysmick-jagger-j235df9v3
Wolff, R. (2012). Democracy at Work: A Cure for Capitalism. Chicago: Haymarket.
Wolinsky, H. (2011). Will we wake up to biodiversity? The International Year of
Biodiversity has failed to raise awareness or halt decline as economic crises and
political interests have sidelined the environment. EMBO reports, 12(12), 12261229.
Wong, S. W., Tang, B. S., & Van Horen, B. (2006). Strategic urban management in
China: A case study of Guangzhou Development District. Habitat
International, 30(3), 645-667.

268

Woodburn, J. (1982). Egalitarian societies. Man, 431-451.
Woodside, A. G., & Dubelaar, C. (2002). A general theory of tourism consumption
systems: A conceptual framework and an empirical exploration. Journal of travel
research, 41(2), 120-132.
World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) (1987). Our common
future. Retrieved from http://un-documents.net/ocf-02.htm
World Economic Forum and Institute for Management Development. (1994). The World
Competitiveness Report 1995.
World Health Organization (WHO). (2020). Ten threats to global health in 2019
Retrieved from https://www.who.int/emergencies/ten-threats-to-global-health-in2019
World Travel and Tourism Council, World Tourism Organization, & Earth Council
(1995). Towards Environmentally Sustainable Development. Madrid, Spain:
World Tourism Organization.
World Tourism Organization (n.d.), EU GUIDEBOOK ON SUSTAINABLE TOURISM
FOR DEVELOPMENT, UNWTO, Madrid. Retrieved from
https://www.unwto.org/EU-guidebook-on-sustainable-tourism-for-development
World Tourism Organization (2019), UNWTO Tourism Definitions, UNWTO, Madrid.
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.18111/9789284420858
World Wildlife Fund (2016). 2016 annual report. Retrieved from
https://c402277.ssl.cf1.rackcdn.com/financial_reports/27/reports/original/WWF_
AR_2016.pdf
Yakovleva, E. A. (2020). Cyclic economy in a globalized world. In SHS Web of
Conferences (Vol. 74, p. 06032). EDP Sciences.
Yanow, D. (2007). Interpretation in policy analysis: On methods and practice. Critical
policy analysis, 1(1), 110-122.
Yardley, L. (2000). Dilemmas in qualitative health research. Psychology and
health, 15(2), 215-228.
Zanoni, P., Contu, A., Healy, S., & Mir, R. (2017). Post-capitalistic politics in the
making: The imaginary and praxis of alternative economies.

269

Zavattaro, S. M., & Adams, F. G. (2016). Bridging the gap: An exploration of how DMO
managers use education to overcome challenges. Urban Studies, 53(4), 669-688.
Zhao, Y., Wang, S., Zhang, Z., Liu, Y., & Ahmad, A. (2016). Driving factors of carbon
emissions embodied in China–US trade: a structural decomposition
analysis. Journal of Cleaner Production, 131, 678-689.
Zheng, W., & Walsh, P. P. (2019). Economic growth, urbanization and energy
consumption—A provincial level analysis of China. Energy Economics, 80, 153162.

270

